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Abstract  
 
In current times, Germany has become the unofficial leader of the EU. This paper                           
focuses on the causes that lead to this development, while paying as little attention as                             
to the economical aspect. In order to understand these causes we used different                         
theories, including neofunctionalism and intergovernmentalism. These will help us                 
understand the structure and function of European policy­making and Germany’s                   
influence in it.  
In a lot of cases, we compare Germany to France, due to their intertwined history and                               
leading roles in the EU. This comparison will help us understand why Germany, and                           
not France, has been able to influence the European policy in recent times. We                           
conclude in this paper that there are many aspects that contribute to Germany’s                         
influence in the European policy, including but not limited to its relationship with the                           
other European states. 
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I Introduction 
 
Considered as the most powerful country in the EU, Germany has found her way towards                             
being the unofficial leader and representative of the EU. But how did Germany, only 70 years                               
after its complete defeat in the second world war, rise towards such an important position?   
Several treaties, agreed by all the member states, aim for EU decision­making based on                           
equality, but the last decade, it seems that Germany is more powerful than the others. By                               
playing a key role in both the Euro and the Ukraine crisis, Germany has been able to keep on                                     
rising towards the top. We were curious to find out if there were other actors contributing to                                 
the German success than the economic one. 
Among others, Angela Merkel, ‘person of the year” according to the New York times, is                             
definitely a part of Germany’s success. (Vick, 2015) But how and why was she able to have                                 
such a big impact on EU policy­making. Moreover, we were curious to find out how                             
Germany managed to have such a big influence on the EU decision­making policy.                         
Furthermore, it was rather remarkable that the other member­states more or less ‘accepted’                         
this German dominance, without much resistance. Because this was in big contrast with the                           
original aims during the establishment of the EU.  
 
Kissinger, former US secretary of state, once said:  
 
‘Poor Germany. Too big for Europe, too small for the world’​. ​(Bird, 2014) 
 
Could it be possible that Germany was indeed too powerful for Europe, and consequently                           
makes it is impossible to have a balanced European union based on equality? We examined                             
the non­economic factors of Germany’s rise to EU leadership, to find out. 
 
 
Hypotheses  
 
Debate between intergovernmentalism and neofunctionalism: 
 
1. The tensions between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism on the EU level make it                         
possible for a powerful state, like Germany, to exert its influence on the European                           
institutions, and thus on European policies (empirical cases: Coreper/ Euro crisis).  
 
2. Germany’s situation in the EU and on a Global level explains its powerful and                             
institutionally well­functioning” country (German economy and German institutions) 
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II. Methodology and Theories 
1.​Theories  
1.1 Neofunctionalism 
 
Neofunctionalism was founded in the 1950’s, with main proponents Ernest Haas and                       
Leon Lindberg (Nugent, 2010, p.431). The theory revolves around the concept of spillover                         
and takes two main forms. Firstly, functional spillover, arises from interconnected nature of                         
economies. More concretely, it concerns the economic integration in one sector of production                         
that, in turn, produces integration in an another sector and so on. Secondly, political spillover                             
follows from economic integration. Political spillover consists in the same mechanism then                       
the economical spill­over effect, but in the political and institutional sector instead of the                           
economical one. In addition of two types of spillover, there are also many different                           
dimensions to consider while approaching European integration with a neofunctionalist view.                     
Some of these dimensions concern the national elites that turn in favour of European                           
Integration, European Institutions and non­governmental actors become more influential and                   
nation states and national actors become less influential by this logic and integration creates                           
pressures and demand for political control at the supranational level (Nugent, 2010,p.431). 
In the 1970’s, the EU integration process experienced a slow down and especially in the EC                                 
policy process at the time due to the 1965­6 crisis in the European Communities and the                               
world economic recession of the 1970’s, there was a major comeback of “nation based”                           
politics and policies (Nugent, 2010,p.431). In the 1980’s, there was a come back to                           
neofunctionalism with the revival of EU integration. Some theorists argue that much of the                           
dynamism of Western Europe of the mid­1980’s can be explained in neofunctionalist terms.                         
In respect to the neofunctionalism functional spillover effect, revival of European Integration                       
can be seen with the establishment of the clear goals for the completion of the Internal                               
Market by 1992 with SEA in 1986. This functional spillover expands in the early 1990’s with                               
the Maastricht Treaty (1992). The treaty includes elements that made major progress in the                           
European Integration process with general advances in decision­making in the EU and the                         
development in the social dimension of the EU (creation of European citizenship, the single                           
currency and measures for fiscal harmonization, and so on). Since the mid­1980’s, the role of                             
the Commission was strengthened, the use of QMV expanded in the EU Council (Nugent,                           
2010, p.431­432). 
The role of the EU court of Justice (ECJ) is said to be central in the neofunctionalist theory                                   
because it is the one institution that has considerable scope to pursue its own agenda and that                                 
acts in a way that favours European Integration (Nugent, 2010, p.432). 
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1.2. Intergovernmentalism 
 
 
 
Figure 1: The intergovernmental institutional system of the EU (Fabbrini, 2013, p 1010) 
  
The diagram above is a simplified explanation of the intergovernmentalist                   
conceptualisation of European integration. At the centre, the European Council and the                       
Council of Ministers kick­start and determine the policy process. Outside of this nucleus,                         
European leaders also influence Council deliberations through high­level meetings, like the                     
Euro Summit. The Euro Group, on the other hand, is composed by the Finance Ministers who                               
belong to the Council. Further outside, inputs to these mechanisms mainly originate in                         
COREPER (national governments) and non­binding advice and recommendation from the                   
Commission and the European Central Bank. The key destination for the outputs, after the                           
Lisbon Treaty, is the European Parliament. This is where policy discussions will be debated                           
by supranational political groups. 
All in all, according to intergovernmentalism, the crucial decisions in policy­making belong                       
to Member State­led bodies like the Councils and the Euro Group. This process has                           
intensified with the sovereign debt crisis, and other pressing issues like the Arab Spring or the                               
recent refugee crisis. 
Intergovernmentalism in European affairs is traditionally understood as the primacy of                     
national states in setting up and managing EU institutions. From both Realist and Liberal                           
perspectives, states seek to create this regional organisation for their own self­interest. The                         
most important mechanisms involved are bargaining, consensus and the creation of                     
communities of understanding, which facilitate compromises between sovereign actors. In                   
particular, the Franco­German relationship has been seen as a key incentive for integration;                         
this hypothesis will be examined below in relation with the Euro crisis. 
A recent reflection on the relevance of these theories advanced by Bickerton, Hodson and                           
Puetter (2015) clarifies the evolution of the concept. Classical theorists of European                       
integration, such as Haas (2004), envisioned intergovernmental bargaining as secondary, part                     
of the process towards the goal of further supranational mechanisms. Since the Maastricht                         
Treaty, however, it seems that deliberation for consensus­building are the fundamental                     
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component of EU policy­making. The European Councils’ supervision of the economic crisis                       
has been also called ‘deliberative intergovernmentalism’ (Puetter, 2012) highlighting the                   
preference for collective decisions against unilateral moves by Member States. More and                       
more, from the smallest decisions on cucumber regulations, to the fate of refugees at                           
Europe’s doors, these decisions are left for states to negotiate between themselves; and kept                           
far from the hands of supranational agencies or mechanisms. 
From a North American and data­driven perspective Genna, Yesilada and Noordijk (2013)                       
have examined the Franco­German hypothesis to understand how the strength and influence                       
of different states push Europe in different directions. Accordingly, Germany appears more as                         
a leader, as it seems to be able to push other states towards consensus in more occasions than                                   
France. Germany has become the paramount leader in intergovernmental policy discussions,                     
setting and upholding the rules for the time being. Nevertheless, they also argue that, contrary                             
to most observers, the Greek crisis represents an overexpansion of German power. The                         
perceived weakness of the monetary union and the slow growth of new Member States in                             
Central and Eastern Europe (which are very linked to Germany economically), means that                         
Germany might have slowed down the expansion of the EU in the foreseeable future, by                             
pushing for its preferred economic policies. 
1.3 Supranationalism 
    
Figure 2: The supranational institutional system of the EU (Fabbrini, 2013, p 1007) 
  
Supranationalist theorists perceive European policy­making as the result of combined                   
efforts by different institutions. In this case, one half is intergovernmental (European Council                         
and Council of Ministers); and the other supranational (European Parliament and                     
Commission). However, the fact that most actors will participate in the policy process makes                           
the outcome decidedly supranational, as Member States might not have the last word (or even                             
the first). Policies stream from all key institutions and the integration process is not so                             
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well­defined, and depends more on networks than on clearly stated vertical and horizontal                         
links. 
Basically, supranationalist theories of EU integration highlight the role of institutional                     
developments above the level of national states, as drivers of integration and policy­making                         
in the EU. However, not all institutions participate in all processes with the same importance.                             
Indeed, historical analyses of EU legislation point at the European Court as the early                           
legislative activist, as the Commission only played a smaller administrative role. Indeed, for                         
Tsebelis and Garret (2001) Supranationalism is very useful to understand the ‘unintended                       
consequences’ of political decisions taken by Member States. By considering the                     
Commission, Court and Parliament individual actors with their own agendas, these analyses                       
identify the intensification of integration through processes like the ‘spill­over’ (the gradual                       
transference of competences between policy sectors). 
Poll data shows that, traditionally, Germany has favoured supranationalism and                   
institution­led integration more than Member State­led initiatives. Some research (Beyers,                   
1998) conflates this feeling with the federal composition of the state, as Spain and Belgium                             
also present favourable views towards supranational integration. These citizens are more used                       
to federal authorities combining greater devolution of powers in local affairs. However, in the                           
latter years the German population has also supported its government in becoming almost the                           
sole EU decision maker in economic affairs. 
What was the real role that Germany had, thus? Was it a self­seeking rational actor, pushing                               
for preferred policies under popular pressure? Or was it fulfilling its traditional supranational                         
role, empowering the EU institutions and reinforcing their importance against the                     
individualistic desires of some Member States? Actually, it is hard to paint a clear picture, as                               
these dynamics can be seen to both assist and undermine Germany’s role in European policy                             
making. 
For Horea (2011), Germany has actually played with both concepts to become a singular                           
‘Gordian Knot’ in the centre of European affairs: an unsolvable problem, and an                         
accumulation of power risking the future of the Union. Initially, it supported supranational                         
institutions against French intergovernmentalism, while at the same time it sought an                       
expansive foreign policy in order to attract more members into the Union. According to her                             
analysis, this responded to German security concerns, which sought to build a cushion to her                             
East and South East, in detriment to further integration with Southern Europe. The end of the                               
Cold War opened huge markets for Germany, and allowed these states to become key allies                             
to push for policies on intergovernmental discussions. The key term is flexibility. That is,                           
while Germany could have become a supranational agenda­setter in the corridors of power, it                           
also promotes an intergovernmental vision of bargaining and negotiation which further                     
solidifies its influence with smaller Member States. 
From a completely different perspective, a materialist one, Woodruf (2014) has invoked the                         
spectre of a Brussels­Frankfurt consensus, promoting austerity measures during the Euro                     
crisis. By identifying the role of Ordoliberalism as an ideology, he emphasises the importance                           
of political will in determining policy outcomes. Again, governments had flexibility to adopt                         
8 
alternatives, despite the German veto in supranational institutions like the European Central                       
Bank. Therefore, the role of shared worldviews must be taken into account to understand                           
policy outcomes, along with the more process­based debate between supranationalist and                     
intergovernmentalist analyses. 
Indeed, it is definitely possible to build a bridge between the two viewpoints, like Schout and                               
Wolff (2010) have done. While supranationalism and intergovernmentalism are two different                     
schools of thought, these scholars view them as part of the same ‘continuum’. Different                           
periods of integration have been pushed by both theories, and the Commission or the Council                             
present both elements in their composition. Equally, those who perceive power in terms of                           
‘networks’, consider that even local and regional actors are growing in importance in the                           
context of multilevel governance. This is why, as Schout and Wolff argue, this so­called                           
‘Union’ method replacing the ‘Community’ method is much more eclectic. It involves                       
supranational institutions like the European External Action Service; which, in equal                     
measure, depend on strong intergovernmental support. The appeal of this combined approach                       
will be examined in the following section. 
1.4. Use of the theories: 
1.4.1 Case study focus: supranational intergovernmentalism and intergovernmental               
supranationalism in security and defence policy (Howorth) 
  
The following case is illustrative to understand the possibilities in employing a                       
combined approach. Howorth constructed the concept of supranational intergovernmentalism                 
because he claims that there was obvious overlap between these two modes of                         
decision­making and that they were, in a sense, both interactive and symbiotic. Consequently,                         
rigid distinctions between both are meaningless and the decision­making process needs some                       
rethinking. In his research he focused on the functioning of the EU security and defence                             
policy to elaborate the concept. Foreign policy is traditionally understood as one of the key                             
responsibilities which states will protect the most from being pooled with others. That is,                           
something that will almost never be managed the European level. For example, the time                           
previous to the Iraq invasion created divisions among Member States, between those                       
supporting and objecting to it. 
Now, however, from Lybia, to Iran and Ukraine the EU is more and more able to come up                                   
with a common position. The reasons are manifold. While it cannot be said that the EU                               
diplomatic service is functioning as an independent body, powerful states like Germany and                         
UK are pushing for decisions at the intergovernmental stage which translate into strong                         
supranational consensus. Additionally, in a similar way to political neo­functionalism,                   
military and civilian elites are becoming socialised into a common European approach to                         
foreign policy, from development aid to nuclear disarmament. Rational­seeking                 
intergovernmentalism is always present though: Germany does not reject its primacy in                       
Central and Eastern Europe; or the UK in South East Asia. 
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As Howorth put it: 
  
‘The basic argument is that decisions in security and defense policy are very often shaped and                               
even made by small groups of relatively well­socialized officials in the key committees acting                           
in a mode which is as close to supranational as it is to inter­governmental.’ (Howorth, p.                               
141­142) 
  
Finally, he concluded by suggesting that ‘supranationality has developed further than most                       
outsiders would have expected [and] could develop even further were the regime of qualified                           
majority voting to be introduced in all the working groups.’ (Howorth, 2012,p. 441­442) 
 
1.5. Limitations of the theories 
  
1.5.1 Intergovernmentalism 
  
From an institutional point of view, Garret and Tsebelis (1996) have argued that                         
intergovernmentalism focuses too much on the Treaties, the outcomes of Council                     
negotiations. However, often these do not result from a perfect market competition between                         
ideas, or a lowest common denominator compromise, but it is actually defined by external                           
actors. These actors, mainly Commission, Parliament and the Courts, in opposition to                       
Member States, are strongly pro­integration and might many times advance proposals against                       
national interests. Even when power imbalances are taken into account, there is no absolute                           
correspondence between political and economic strength and preferred outcomes. This                   
exercise is further complicated by the Council’s lack of transparency. 
Above all, the realities and rules set by institutions cannot be ignored. The Commission and                             
Parliament are very aware of possible coalitions within the Council that can prevent their                           
preferred choices. At the same time, the Council must pick solutions that will not be rejected                               
in Parliament by MEPs. 
In the case of the management of the crisis, for Fabbrini (2013, p. 1017­1018)                           
intergovernmentalism has developed and extremely complex system of economic                 
governance, that did not succeed in gaining the trust of the people of indebted countries and                               
could not ease the markets. Moreover, this approach resulted in a decision­making process                         
based on coordination between member states, which was ineffective for solving basic                       
dilemmas of collective action. 
  
1.5.2. Supranationalism. 
  
The key issue with supranationalist analyses is its focus on the EU as a goal, and not                                 
as a process. Whether they are functionalist, neo­functionalist or others, these perspectives                       
10 
take the EU as a given and prefer to focus on the workings of its institutions rather than the                                     
power plays of national governments. For Rumford and Murray (2003), this ‘teleological’                       
vision removes any significance from discussions around integration, taking it as a given. In                           
days of crisis and questioning of the EU, this entails “a real danger of navel­gazing in treating                                 
the EU as a hermetically sealed entity, with few comparisons with other processes, countries,                           
regions, and thereby impoverishing broader social science studies of the EU” 
  
1.6. Conclusions 
  
Presenting both intergovernmentalism and supranationalism is fundamental to analyse                 
any matter belonging to EU institutions. The former is very strong at identifying national                           
interests, coalition­building and Treaty­making at the heart of the EU. On the other hand,                           
supranationalism usefully includes the increasing role and functions of institutions in                     
policy­making. 
Regarding the research question, Germany and its government were able to define economic                         
policies taken during the crisis for various reasons belonging to both points of view. Its                             
ability to push for decisions within Council and inability for opposing coalitions to emerge                           
are only visible through quantitative studies and analysis of political resolutions. At the same                           
time, the ECB and other institution’s defence of Germany’s interests can only be understood                           
through a careful analysis of the supranational character of the EU. 
1.7  Political leadership theory 
 
Schoeller established a theory of political leadership based on a mediated version of                         
rational institutionalism, which is an open theory towards the influence of single actors and                           
environmental changes. However, it should be mentioned that agency and structure should be                         
considered in the study of political leadership and it is repeatedly advocated by experts that                             
there is no ‘rational theory of leadership’. The latter points out a gap in rational choice                               
literature.  
The theory assumes that micro­level political actors are capable of intentionality and strategic                         
action. Consequently they are able to balance costs and benefits, but since these are                           
perceived, which makes them subjective, they can only be measured empirically. Moreover,                       
political actors are constrained because of cognitive limitations, time restrictions, other actors                       
actions etc. Thirdly, there main focus concerns their own autonomy, interests and growth.                         
Their outcome preferences are either deduced from these basic interests or they are the result                             
of an empirical determination process. 
 
Secondly, these political actors on micro­level are constrained by the institutions on                       
macro­level. Institutions are considered as “rules of behaviour in a society or constraints                         
created by human actors that shape, reshape, and constrain social interaction”. They can be                           
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formal or informal but all of them are endogenous, because they are created by political                             
actors themselves before constraining them.  
In sum, political actors are limited by several constraints: institutions, incomplete                     
information, communication among actors etc. Behaviour can still be rational, but it is                         
difficult to grasp this with mere­rational choice assumptions or game­theoretic analysis.  
 
There are different definitions concerning political leadership, however the greater part of                       
them consists these three concepts: guidance, common goal and innovation. ​Guidance is                       
understood as a concept to exert influence on a the behaviour of a group. Consequently,                             
leadership is a special form of exerting power. Subsequently, leadership is more than power                           
in the way that it implies certain strategies: in addition to the positional aspect, it also implies                                 
a behavioural aspect by the use of strategies. The ​common goal ​implies that there should be a                                 
certain overlap between the leaders interests and those of its followers. Furthermore, this                         
common goal implies that the leader and followers jointly desire a yet unreached entity in                             
their interest, whereby concrete preferences might still be diverse. ​Innovation ​interprets the                       
difference between the tasks of a ‘leader’, who desires change, and a ‘manager’, who aims to                               
maintain a status­quo. (Schoeller p. 2­3) 
 
 
Figure 3: Causal model: The emergence of political leadership ( Schoeller, 2015, p. 7) 
 
The leader’s surplus ​implies: ‘If the expected benefits of leading exceed the perceived costs                           
of it, PL is offered and emerges’​. ​This concept explains the situation of a ‘leadership vacuum’                               
where there is a collective demand for leadership but no supply. This could be caused by                               
coordination problems, where actors fail to reach the common goal by cooperation due to a                             
lack of communication, organizational or distributional consequences. 
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Secondly, there are the followers costs hypotheses: ‘The higher the aggregate costs caused by                           
a suboptimal collective action outcome or non­adaptation to exogenous change, the higher                       
the demand for PL, and – ceteris paribus – the more likely the emergence of PL​’. ​The actor’s                                   
resulting costs increase when the existing institutions are less effective towards the solution                         
of collective action problems or prevention of exogenous shocks. Subsequently, their demand                       
for a leader who compensates for the defective rules, also increases. Moreover, institutions                         
also affect the potential leader’s surplus, which increases institutional inefficiency. 
‘​Institutional efficiency pleads that ‘the less efficacious the relevant institutions, the more                       
likely the emergence of PL​’. Leadership emerges in a situation where the demand matches                           
the supply. When there is more than one candidate, potential followers chose the most                           
powerful actor, because it would cause the highest costs when he is not included in the final                                 
agreement. (Schoeller p 7­8­9) 
Thereafter, coalition building is also part of this political leadership theory. The German                         
state takes the initiative by approaching suitable fellow member states to work with them                           
towards a commonly held view of shared interests and objectives to promote a specific                           
agenda. The objective of the coalition will be to shape policy outcomes. To establish effective                             
coalition will depend on political and disposable resources of both hard and soft power, the                             
availability of coalition partners, the institutional context and the power, influence, intentions                       
and strategies of target states plus other possible opponents. Germany often has had the                           
political will to play this role, given the crucial importance of multilateralism to its overall                             
foreign policy role concept.​ (​Maull, 2008, p 132­133) 
 
2. Methodology: 
Through the process of designing the proper methodology, it was essential to                       
understand the complexity that the object of study presented. Not only there are plenty of                             
theories that could help us to explain the social reality we wanted to prove, but also there is                                   
an inevitable pluralism cognitive, which means that there are many ways to process reality in                             
scientific terms –if we follow Parson’s classical ‘scientific method’ (1940)­. From the                       
dichotomy of quantitative or qualitative methods, we realised that to obtain relevant results                         
we had to use ​interpretative research –qualitative methods­, not only because it implied                         
social dimensions that we could not measure, but also because we wanted to go further and                               
prove or show a different approach to the object of study (Ibáñez, 1994). To this, we                               
understood ‘ontology as a formal description of entities, properties, relationships, constraints,                     
behaviours’ (Duncan, 2007), which we wanted to analyse by its symbolic dimensions. 
When regarding our first research question, we decided that the ​hypothetic­deductive                     
method ​(Johanson, 2004) was the more accurate to have a better understanding of our                           
research question. On the one hand because it is not an experimental activity, it is logic; and                                 
on the other hand, because the hypothetic­deductive method consists on an analysis of the                           
object of study from a theoretical framework (Wallace, 1976). According to the philosopher                         
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Karl Popper, ‘the scientist has to focus on circumstances in which an hypothesis might not                             
hold, instead of looking for evidence that supports the hypothesis’ (Johansson, 2004, p. 15).                           
The hypotheses are verified only if they are not falsified. Thus, every theory and hypothesis                             
could be provisional and be replaced by a better provisional theory. 
Once we identified the problem formulation and defined it, following Popper’s proposal, we                         
had to develop our two main hypotheses: the first one, takes into consideration the tensions                             
between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism on a EU level, and how this could have                         
affected the role of Germany with its decisive presence on European institutions and on                           
European policies, showing the established relationships through COREPER and the Euro                     
crisis. The second hypothesis, however, has the main focus on Germany’s situation in the EU                             
and on a Global level, where the institutionally well­functioning country could be what                         
makes Germany a big role model through the European Union. As we see, both of our                               
hypotheses had the inconvenience that the amount of variables were hard to operate. Thus,                           
we decided to dig deeper into an analysis through history and also through the relationships                             
established with Germany, in comparison with France. 
The ​data collection because of this was the ​analysis of texts​, where the qualitative tools such                               
as the ​interpretation of the social interaction ​(Ibáñez, 1993) through empirical facts gave                         
us a better perspective on the possible verification of our both hypotheses. For the same                             
reason, on determining the measures, to operationalize variables, we decided to use the                         
comparative method (Villalba, 1997) because it is based on two or more phenomena that are                             
happening at the same or at different times. Thus, and because of the existence of different                               
types of groups involved in our research question, the comparative method is able to show                             
how these social groups interact between each other and through time. The extreme difficulty                           
to operationalize or manipulate the variables in our object of study, and if we follow the                               
Durkheim’s ‘rules of sociological method’ (1895), we see that the comparative method ends                         
up being the more convenient in the paradigms of the social sciences. 
The ​data analysis​, for many reasons, lied mostly on logic because it showed the differences                             
between theory, history, the picked empirical cases, and the comparison made between them                         
all. By doing so, we used ​inducted logic ​(Beltrán Villalva, 1997), because it allowed us to                               
use diverse methods that were suitable to answer the research question. To this, it is                             
important to mention that the inducted logic is a way to discover empiric relationships                           
between variables, but not to measure them. However, the comparison in our case was                           
essential to know the different variables and to observe if there was any patron, repetition or                               
change (Caïs, 1997). 
On the last step of the designed methodology –the ​data interpretation​­ we collected and                           
processed all the information about what we observed during the data analysis. Considering                         
our point of departure and the pertinent adjustments of the hypotheses to the theories and the                               
empirical cases, we used once again Popper’s tools (Johansson, 2004, p. 15) to verify what                             
we obtained. Scientific knowledge departs from theory that describes and analyses reality                       
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from the deductive logic, which in our case went farther than the evidence. Finally, the                             
interpretation of data showed us how the deduced hypotheses reveal the behaviour of                         
concrete variables (Wallace, 1976) but also how sometimes the limitations founded through                       
the process are part of the results. 
2.1. Limitations  
 
As we have commented, the limitations founded during the process showed us the                         
weaknesses and strengths of our research question. In terms of the methodology made, we                           
could highlight that although we decided to use qualitative methods, we also used data basis                             
–but only in very particular cases­. The reason why we didn’t use both while combining them                               
during all the chapters, as every researcher could suggest, it was because of the missing data                               
basis and because of the extreme difficulty to operationalized variables turning into                       
quantitative research. Though at first it was challenging not following the more evident and                           
learning the less conventional methods, at the end we would have had strongest results if we                               
could done a more ‘positivistic’ project. 
  
Understanding the complexity of the problem formulation, with the limitation of time and                         
space, we also had to be very creative while doing research about the ‘unknown’ –or the less                                 
known­. This turned to be extremely motivating and interesting, but at the same time                           
challenging because we had the limitations of resources. On the one hand, because of the                             
language, we could only use texts available in English and in each of our mother tongues; and                                 
on the other hand, as the main focus of the paper is Germany and its position in the EU, we                                       
encountered major difficulties in finding the appropriate literature and translations. For                     
example, the translated version of German Constitution is used as a source in the project and                               
we are aware that it may have some inadequacies to the formal original version. 
 
 
III Introduction to German economy 
1. Introduction 
This paper focuses on the reasons why Germany is able to influence the European                           
policy in modern times, without concentrating too much on the economy. We want to see if                               
there are any other reasons than the economy, like the strength of German institutions, or a                               
weakness in European institutions, which made Germany an unofficial leader. But if we want                           
to analyse the European policy­making and Germany’s influence on it in these times of                           
financial crisis, then there is no way around economy, the best we can do is to keep it at a                                       
minimum. This is why we decided to add a minimal chapter on German economy to give the                                 
reader an idea on what it means to be the most powerful economy in Europe, especially in                                 
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comparison to another powerful nation, namely France. There is also a small part dedicated to                             
the loans provided to Greece, this is to show the importance of Germany in these financial                               
crisis matters. We feel like this knowledge could be a useful addition when reading the rest of                                 
the paper. 
2. German economy 
2.1. Aspects of German economy 
 
The most obvious reason why Germany was able to influence any European                       
decision­making during the Greek crisis is its economy: it is the biggest economy in the                             
European Union and the sixth biggest of the world based on Gross Domestic Product (GDP)                             
(CIA World Factbook, Germany​, 2015). 
 
A big part of the GDP of the EU is produced by Germany. This means that any financial                                   
decision made without the approval of Germany would be unthinkable, since the Germans are                           
the ones that contribute the most to the European funds (European Commission, budget in                           
figures, 2014). 
The German economy is mostly based on export; it is the third biggest export country in the                                 
world, after the United States and Japan. The main export products are cars, machinery and                             
equipment, chemical products, and computer and electronics (Tradingeconomics, German                 
Export, ​2015). ​Its GDP consists of Services (69.0%), Industry (30.3%) and in a lesser degree                             
Agriculture (0.7%) (Worldbank Database, Germany, 2014). 
 
So what makes the German economy so strong? There are a couple of arguments that could                               
explain its success: First of all, there is the euro. Before Germany adopted the euro as                               
national currency, there was the deutsche mark, which was stable and had a high value. But                               
for a country heavily concentrated on export like Germany, it was much more interesting to                             
adopt a weaker currency, the euro, which would make their products cheaper abroad. That’s                           
one of the reasons why the Eurozone is so important for the German economy (BBC News,                               
German economic strength, 2012). Another reason, which is harder to express in hard facts, is                             
the power of German brands. The German industry prides itself on building the most                           
dependable and technologically advanced machines, most notably their cars, but also                     
electrical devices, chemicals, etc. (Die Welle, The secrets of Germany’s economic success,                       
2013). So when people from abroad buy German brands, they expect it to be the best product                                 
available. This “made in Germany” badge has come under a lot of pressure lately, due to the                                 
scandal surrounding Volkswagen. 
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2.2. Comparison to France 
 
As said before, Germany is the biggest economy of the EU, which is fairly logical                             
since its population is also the largest. But when we compare the GDP of Germany to another                                 
big European power, like France, we can see that there is quite a difference between the GDP                                 
of Germany and that of the other country: Germany, a country with a population of nearly 81                                 
million, had a GDP of 3868 billion $ in 2014 (Worldbank Database, Germany, 2014). France,                             
with a population of 66 million, had a GDP of 2829 billion, so more than a 1000 billion less                                     
than Germany. It is also interesting to compare the annual growth rate of the economy of                               
each country: in this aspect Germany leads with an annual growth rate of 1.6% and France is                                 
lagging behind with 0.2%. While Germany is showing signs of progress, it seems that the                             
economy of France is stagnating (Worldbank Database, France, 2014). This has its                       
consequences on the Franco­German relations. Ever since Germany has left France far                       
behind in terms of economy, the bilateral relationship is getting more and more tense. These                             
consequences will be discussed further in the next chapter. 
2.3. Loans to Greece 
 
When the global financial crisis struck in the Eurozone in 2007, a lot of countries                             
faced problems with their budget deficit. Greece was one of those countries, and things only                             
got worse when the Greek Prime Minister, Papandreou, declared that previous                     
administrations had been covering up the true scale of the national deficit. A lot of people lost                                 
faith in the financial abilities of the country and it was soon clear that Greece would need                                 
help from outside to master their national debt. Even though the EU was reluctant at first to                                 
provide a financial aid package to Greece because of legal and political reasons, the heads of                               
the European states eventually agreed to help Greece by providing loans to bail out the                             
country (Cini & Borragan, 2013, p. 370­371). 
 
Greece now has a debt of €323 billion, which they owe to a combination of public and private                                   
creditors in the Eurozone. The majority of this amount of money comes from the EU member                               
states, with Germany as the biggest creditor, followed by France and Italy. Germany supplied                           
€68.2 billion; this is a combination of bailout loans and loans provided by German domestic                             
banks (BBC News, The Greek debt crisis story in numbers, 2015). If we compare the German                               
share of the loans with that of France, we can see that there is quite a difference in the amount                                       
of money. As said above, Greece owes the most to Germany, followed by France who lent                               
Greece €43, 8 billion, mostly through bailout loans. 
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2.4. Conclusion 
 
Germany is undeniably the most powerful economy in Europe by far. When                       
comparing its economy to that of France, which is considered to be the second most powerful                               
nation in the EU, it becomes clear that France is lagging behind, and this has consequences in                                 
terms of influence. A lot of Germany’s influence in Europe comes from its current status as                               
the main paymaster of the EU, a status that is confirmed by the amount of bailout loans                                 
provided to Greece in the Euro zone crisis. Since it’s obvious that the majority of German                               
influence on European policies comes from its economical power, it is a challenge to prove                             
that there are other reasons why Germany is becoming the unofficial leader in the EU, and                               
that will be the focus of the rest of the paper. 
  
IV Franco­German relations in the EU 
 
Following Germany’s economic situation, the second aspect that puts Germany on a                       
powerful position in the EU and on a Global level is its relation with other powerful                               
countries. In European history and over centuries, the Franco­German relation has been                       
decisive in defining the future of Europe. Both are powerful, influential and negotiate on                           
numerous matters. Therefore, to understand and define German leadership and opportunities                     
in the EU, it is essential describe the relationship Germany has with France. 
1. Introduction 
 
This chapter looks at the relations between Germany and France in the European                         
Union. Germany might be the most powerful state in the EU right now, but one state isn’t                                 
enough to make all the decisions concerning the policy­making, it needs European allies to                           
support its cause. A big part of Europe now looks at Berlin for support and leadership, but                                 
this wasn’t always the case. On a lot of occasions in the past, France was Germany’s ally:                                 
They worked together and an agreement between the two was often necessary to push                           
through decisions or legislation concerning the EU. The two countries are described as the                           
twin­engine behind the European integration, responsible for shaping the EU as it is right                           
now. The question is if there is still some kind of cooperation between the countries that                               
dominates the European policy, or if Germany is becoming more and more of a hegemon in                               
Europe. Since Germany couldn’t have become so important without France’s help, it seems                         
logical to discuss the Franco­German relations.   
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Another reason why it might be interesting to look at the Franco­German relations,                         
and in particular its history, is that it could serve as a history for a Germany in the EU as well.                                         
Since The German and French history in the EU is intertwined because of this cooperation,                             
all the important German events were correlated to actions or reactions of France. 
These are the reasons why this chapter is relevant for the research. It shows that Germany                               
wasn’t always as powerful as it is right now, that it needed the support of another equally                                 
powerful country, like France. But certain events caused a change in the relationship, with                           
Germany becoming more and more superior to his previous partner. These events, the Euro                           
zone crisis in particular, will be discussed in this paper. 
 
First we look at the history of the interactions between the two countries, starting with a short                                 
summary of the period between the Battle of Sédan (1870) and the Élysée Treaty. This period                               
is important to show that relations weren’t always amiable, on the contrary, France and                           
Germany were once sworn enemies. But because this isn’t the most important period, it will                             
be kept to a minimum. The next discussed period of time is from the Élysée Treaty until the                                   
current relations and shows that the two nations grew closer over time, until recent times,                             
when changing the changing power relations caused tensions between them. After that, we                         
discuss the importance of the twin engine for the integration of the EU. As said before,                               
without the Franco­German cooperation, Europe wouldn’t be as integrated as it is today and                           
Germany wouldn’t be in the center of it. To prove this, we discuss some important legislation                               
and institutions that were a result of the cooperation. We end by analyzing the events that                               
caused an imbalance in the Franco­German relations and resulted in Germany taking the lead                           
on European matters like the financial crisis. This is followed by a conclusion. 
  
2. History 
2.1. Before the Élysée Treaty 
 
France and Germany share a long history of mutual hostilities, but the climax was                           
probably the Battle of Sédan in 1870. The French army was defeated by the Germans and this                                 
moment announced the birth of the German Empire, which was united under Bismarck. From                           
this point on, the French tried to isolate Germany from the rest of Europe to satisfy their need                                   
for revenge (l’esprit de revanche), and this eventually lead to the First World War. After the                               
war, Germany was stripped of a lot of their industry and had to reimburse France for the                                 
damages done. When they failed to do so, France occupied the Ruhr­area, and this was one of                                 
the causes that sparked the Second World War. The hostility between the two great European                             
powers lasted until 1950, when Schuman’s plan introduced the European Coal and Steel                         
Community. This was the starting point of a steady friendship and cooperation between                         
Germany and France, focused on the integration of Europe. This cooperation was confirmed                         
by the Élysée Treaty in 1963 (Hoe Yeong, 2013, p. 2­4). 
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2.2. Élysée Treaty 
 
On 22 January 2013 The 50​th birthday of the Élysée Treaty was celebrated by the                             
French president Hollande and the German chancellor Merkel. This Treaty was signed by                         
Charles De Gaulle and Konrad Adenauer, and meant the end of hostility between the two                             
countries and inaugurated a period of friendship and cooperation between the two countries.                         
Concretely the Treaty provided arrangements for the leaders of Germany and France to meet                           
twice a year, and cooperation in the fields of education and defence. As for foreign policy,                               
the Treaty stipulated that they would consult each other before making a decision, in order to                               
be on the same level. Furthermore, an inter­ministerial commission was created with the task                           
of supervision of the cooperation (Pedersen, 1998, p. 81­82). The Treaty was the beginning of                             
a long friendship between France and Germany; but it was definitely not the end of the                               
difficulties between the two great European powers. 
2.3. The Empty Chair crisis 
 
Many difficulties arose over the years, issues that made the relationship between                       
Germany and France very tense at certain points. There were problems concerning the                         
budgeting of the agriculture (something very important for France) and France’s initial                       
rejection of the United Kingdom in the European Community, but one of the biggest issues                             
was the empty chair policy of Charles De Gaulle. The French president felt that the                             
Commission was getting too powerful and that the member states, in particular France, were                           
losing sovereignty. So in order to stop supranationalism he suspended all French cooperation                         
to the Council of Ministers. Eventually a solution was found in the form of the Luxembourg                               
compromise, giving each of the member states the right to veto. (…) 
 
The Empty chair crisis was a thorn in the eyes of Germany. In their opinion, France, and                                 
especially De Gaulle, were unable to share the power and were trying to achieve a leading                               
role in the EC. And a more direct consequence that the French abstinence in the Council                               
caused, was the effect it had on the German efforts to further integrate Europe. Without the                               
French support, Germany was unable to push any innovations through, and any progress was                           
postponed (Pedersen, 1998, p. 82­83). 
2.4. Revival of European integration 
 
There was a revival of the Franco­German relations in the 1980’s; the reason for this                             
revival was a desire to balance the growing power of the USA with a more integrated Europe.                                 
It was the German foreign minister, Genscher, who called for a closer cooperation between                           
the member states of the EC. He suggested besides a closer economic integration also a                             
political unification in order to develop a common foreign and security policy (Pedersen,                         
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1998, p. 88­89). Despite some early resentment from France, the German chancellor Kohl                         
and the French president Mitterand were able to overcome their differences and issues, and                           
signed some agreements, including the opening of the French­German borders. This was the                         
forerunner to the Schengen agreement a year later. Some other agreements were reached                         
concerning the EC: the members agreed to finance the EC, the agricultural budgetary                         
problems were finally settled, the UK received a compensation for the British deficit to the                             
EC budget, and Spain and Portugal were added to the EC. The success of the European                               
Council meeting at Fontainebleau (1984) was a revival of the friendly cooperation between                         
France and Germany, and showed that European integration was almost impossible without                       
the support of these two countries (Germond & Türk, 2008, 235­236) 
3. Franco­German relations 
3.1. Franco­German bonding 
3.1.1. Personal relations 
 
In order to successfully start the cooperation, both countries did serious efforts to                         
institutionalise the Franco­German relationship. One of the most important aspects of the                       
success of the bilateral relationship was the personal aspect. The Élysée Treaty stipulated that                           
the two leaders should meet twice a year to discuss current events. This created a partnership                               
that made conducting politics a personal affair and was a unique among politicians. It also                             
symbolised a healthy cooperation between the nations, thus showing that the twin engine was                           
still working. The progress of European integration was often dependant on the relationship                         
between the German and French leader, one thinks of Adenauer and De Gaulle, Kohl and                             
Mitterand, and more recently, Sarkozy and Merkel (Hoe Yeong, 2013, p. 5). 
3.1.2. Eurocorps 
 
Mitterand and Kohl agreed on a lot of policies, including a combined defense policy.                           
It started with the creation of the Defense and Security Council, which would be the                             
foundation of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). The next step was                         
organizing a Franco­German army brigade in 1987, as a symbol of the military cooperation.                           
This brigade would be the core of the later multilateral Eurocorps, with soldiers, not only                             
from France and Germany, but also from the other member states (Hoe Yeong, 2013, p. 6). 
3.1.3. Cultural assimilation 
 
There were also various attempts at cooperation in the cultural area, including a                         
Franco­German High Council for Cultural Affairs, French­German television channels,                 
bilingual schools, and combined history books (Germond &Türk, 2008, p. 238). 
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3.2. Current relations 
 
Franco­German relations have been rather strained in recent times, because of the                       
growing difference between the two European powers, concerning economy, ideology and                     
national interests. The Franco­German relationship has never been purely about friendship, it                       
was a necessity to unify Europe, or like Yves Bertoncini, director of Notre Europe­Institut                           
Jacques Delors, said: “the French­German marriage was never about love, but about                       
convenience." (Martin, 2014). 
 3.2.1. Tensions in the relationship 
 
There are a number of things that cause a growing discrepancy between the two                           
nations: First of all, there is the ideological difference between the socialist French                         
government and the Christian­democrat German government; this has an impact on the                       
national interests, not in the least concerning the economy. Both countries would need to                           
make concessions in the economical area to grow towards each other. In the case of France                               
this would mean corporate taxation, reform of the labour market, and reduction of public                           
spending, and Germany would have to revise its stance on austerity. If both countries could                             
push these reforms through, it would place them at the core of the EU once again (Errera &                                   
Ischinger, 2014). 
 
Another area that proves to be problematic is foreign policy. Even though Germany has been                             
the main economic power in Europe for a long time, the last 40 years its position in foreign                                   
affairs has been inferior to the position of France. In order to solve this issue, it is necessary                                   
for Germany to take a much more active stance towards international crises and to abandon                             
its post­war pacifism. France, on the other hand, needs to be willing to share and consult                               
Germany on the main issues of foreign policy (Errera &Ischinger, 2014). 
 3.2.2. Current events 
 
Even though there have always been difficulties in the Franco­German relationship,                     
the desire to strive for an integrated Europe has kept the cooperation alive. This is becoming                               
more and more problematic, as the political will to work together in order to unify EU is                                 
weakening. However, recent events involving terrorism have brought the two nations closer                       
again. French president Hollande and German chancellor Merkel have declared, after a                       
bilateral meeting, that tragedies like the terrorist attacks in Paris in January and the crash of                               
an airplane of Germanwings in the French Alps inspired a will to revive the Franco­German                             
cooperation. Both countries would work towards reforms in order to be on the same page and                               
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to become the twin engine of the EU once again. A promising sign of this renewed friendship                                 
was the fact that Hollande chose to abandon his support to Greece and adopt an identical                               
stance as Germany on the Euro crisis (Mahony, 2015). 
3.3. Importance for European Integration 
  
The importance of the Franco­German cooperation for the European integration                   
cannot be underestimated, that is why they were called the twin­engine of the EU. Most of                               
the big changes in integration were pushed by either Germany or France, with the support of                               
the other. Another very important consequence of the partnership between the two biggest                         
powers of Europe was that wars were something of the past: economic interdependence ​and                           
information sharing made peaceful solutions much more desirable than war (Hoe Yeong,                       
2013, p. 9). In the next paragraphs I’ll discuss some examples of institutions and treaties that                               
were created because of Franco­German cooperation and that contributed to the European                       
integration. 
3.3.1. European Coal and Steel Community 
 
The Schuman plan in 1950 introduced the ECSC, which is seen as the symbolic birth                             
of the EU. But the original intention of the plan was to exert control of Germany and to place                                     
the Ruhr and Saar territories, the heavy industry of Germany, under supervision of an                           
international organisation. The idea behind the ECSC was that if the trade of coal and steel                               
was placed under a supranational authority, it would be virtually impossible to start a war.                             
Even if the Schuman plan didn’t plan on integrating Europe, that was exactly where it would                               
lead to, because Germany and France were joined by Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg,                         
and Italy, thus becoming the founding members of the EU (Hoe Yeong, 2013, p. 9). 
3.3.2. European Monetary System 
 
When the Bretton Woods financial system ended in the 1970’s, the member states of                           
the EC tried to come up with an integrated financial system and a common currency. It were                                 
the two biggest economic powers, Germany and France, who sought after a solution, but                           
because of the significant differences between the two economic policies, attempts to                       
integrate Europe economically failed at first (Hoe Yeong, 2013, p. 10). Eventually Chancellor                         
Schmidt and president Giscard reached an agreement in 1979 to create the European                         
Monetary System, which would create a stable internal European market, sheltered from the                         
fluctuations of the American dollar. This would also create the foundation for the                         
introduction of a common European currency that could measure up against the dollar or yen.                             
The German Deutsche mark was placed at the centre of this system, which meant that the                               
other member states had to adjust their financial policy to that of Germany (Germond &                             
Türk, 2008, p. 229­230). 
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3.3.3. Treaty of Maastricht 
 
In the 1990’s the focus of the Franco­German cooperation was mainly on the EC.                           
Because of the previous enlargement of the EC it was necessary to modify the European                             
agenda and to integrate the new states, so a reform was needed. Another issue was the                               
reunification of Germany, which caused a lot of worries with the rest of the European                             
countries, mostly with France. This is why Germany wanted to take the opportunity of a new                               
treaty to assert that its interests lied with the EC (Germond & Türk, 2008, p. 242­243), or as                                   
the chancellor said: “The German house would be under a European roof” (Kohl, 1989). The                             
experts of France and Germany worked out a new draft that would transform the European                             
Community in the European Union, with extended jurisdiction in new fields. They sent out                           
letters explaining the future differences and they invited the member states “to reinforce the                           
Union’s democratic legitimacy and coherence of action in the economic, monetary and                       
political fields, and to define and implement a common foreign and security policy”                         
(Germond & Türk, 2008, 242­243). Kohl and Mitterand used the letters to draw out the                             
institutional future of the EU and to convince the other member states to approve of this                               
treaty. In 1992 the Treaty of Maastricht was accepted and the Franco­German cooperation                         
succeeded in their intentions, even though Great Britain was opposed to it (Germond & Türk,                             
2008, 242­244). 
3.4. Europe dominated by Franco­German agenda? 
 3.4.1. Early years of the EU 
 
It is almost an undeniable fact that Franco­German bilateralism has played a huge role                           
in the integration of Europe and the coordination of its policy: when an initiative had the                               
Franco­German support, it had a good chance of being accepted by the rest of the member                               
states, while an initiative without their support had virtually no chance to succeed. So I don’t                               
think it’s exaggerated to say that the history of European integration and policy was                           
dominated by a Franco­German agenda. From the Schuman plan in 1950 on until now,                           
Franco­German cooperation and European integration would be closely linked. Their                   
common history would give them a feeling of responsibility for the European progress, but it                             
also depended on the personal relations between the leaders and the discussed policy. The                           
secret of their success as twin­engine lies partly in the fact that they have very different views                                 
on a lot of areas, like economy or foreign policy. The consequence was that a lot of                                 
compromises had to be made, and these were acceptable for the other member states, because                             
it wasn’t the vision of one state (Germond & Türk, 2008, p. 262­263). 
3.4.2. The decline of Franco­German bilateralism 
 
24 
So from 1950 and onwards, Europe has been dominated by a Franco­German agenda,                         
but is this still the case? The truth is that there is a growing discrepancy between the two                                   
nations, mainly on an economic level. Germany is becoming more and more the superior of                             
its partner, France, a process that started with the fall of the Berlin wall. A lot of European                                   
countries didn’t want a unified Germany, out of fear that it would dominate Europe again.                             
This wasn’t the case in the early years of the unified Germany, because they had a lot of                                   
problems integrating East­ and West­ Germany and modernizing the eastern part would be                         
very expensive and time­consuming. In the late 1990’s, Germany was called the sick man of                             
Europe. However, in the following years they made a comeback mostly due to the economic                             
reforms of chancellor Schröder. But he paid the prize for his “Agenda 2010” and was                             
eventually kicked out of the chancellery (Frankenberger, 2014). 
His reforms worked though and when Angela Merkel assumed office as Chancellor,                       
Germany was on its way to take a leading economic position in the EU, leaving the other                                 
members behind. This also had a significant impact on the Franco­German cooperation. The                         
economic difference between Germany and France is bigger than it has ever been, and France                             
isn’t able to compete with Germany, because of its stagnant economy and desperate need for                             
reform. The result of this development is that the historical Franco­German cooperation is                         
becoming more and more endangered as one of the partners is becoming way more potent                             
than the other and is taking the lead in Europe.  
Power is shifting from Brussels to Berlin, as more decisions are made by chancellor Merkel.                             
This power of Germany is mostly economic of character, Great Britain and France still have a                               
bigger say in foreign and military matters. But in the current times of financial crisis, a stable                                 
and capable economy counts for a lot and that’s why France isn’t equal to Germany anymore                               
(Europe’s reluctant hegemon, The Economist, 2013).  
3.5. Conclusion 
 
To conclude, the Franco­German domination of the European policy is something of                       
the past. This special relationship between the two biggest powers of the EU has been the                               
engine behind the European integration, and any attempt without its support was doomed to                           
fail, so it is fair to say that a big part of the history of the European Union was formed by this                                           
cooperation. But as Germany became more and more powerful after the fall of the Berlin                             
wall, it left France behind and the Franco­German relation became obsolete. The other                         
member states now only look at Berlin for leadership, especially in these times of crisis.   
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4. Empirical case study: The Euro crisis 
4.1. The euro crisis and the problem of the reluctant hegemon  
The crisis of the economic and monetary system showed that only Germany is                         
capable to take up the leadership role. However, Majone claims he doesn’t mean that                           
Germany should take up permanent leadership. Instead Germany should perform a leadership                       
role during the present predicament of the EU and equally serious crisis situations.                         
Importantly, there are some valid reasons for Germany being reluctant towards EU                       
leadership: first of all their historical background, and secondly the ideology of the European                           
integration project. The post​World War II idea of a world system was based on equality and                                 
equal dignity of all states of the would​be community of states. This ideology aimed for a                               
collective leadership, without one specific leader. (Majone, 2014, p. 15)  
4.2.  Merkel and Sarkozy (Merkozy) policy during the EU crisis  
4.2.1. The institutional framework fails  
The lisbon treaty divided the decision​making of EU fiscal policies in two categories:                         
one based on intergovernmentalism and the other based on supranationalism. The first group                         
contains the single market policies, while the second one encloses the economic and financial                           
policies. The financial crisis that started off in 2008, was the ultimate test for the validity of                                 
the European constitution of the treaty of Lisbon. Unfortunately, the legislative and new                         
treaties were not able to promote effective and legitimate solutions for dealing with the                           
financial crisis. The intergovernmental approach had structural difficulty with basic dilemmas                     
of collective action concerning the crisis. The basic idea of the Maastricht treaty was that the                               
member states accepted on the idea to hand over their sovereign rights on certain policies, in                               
exchange for the guarantee that the national governments would control their decision​making                       
process. However, this was not an easy goal, since there are different decision​making regimes                           
for dealing with different policies. Moreover, these are allocated to different institutional                       
frameworks and pursued through divers constitutional logics.  
Concerning the Euro crisis, the economic and financial policies were part of the institutional                           
framework of the European council and council but their constitutional logic is based on                           
coordination among governments. There was a specific constitutional logic and a specific                       
institutional framework in place, which was an occasion for assessing the crisis management                         
and crisis prevention capabilities of the intergovernmental EU: the economic framework                     
based on intergovernmental logic and decided through and within the intergovernmental                     
framework, which was fundamentally defined by the EU intergovernmental agreement                   
decided in the last 2 decades. The establishment of the intergovernmental approach is a                           
consequence of the Dutch and French ‘no’ towards the constitutional treaty. Consequently,                       
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the governments of France and Germany converged towards an intergovernmental                   
interpretation towards integration.  
The former president of France, Sarkozy (2007​­2012), had a key role in representing the                           
political vision of integration driven by the national governments. Consequently, he thought                       
there was no space for a role for the EP and the commission in the decision​making process.                                 
This vision was coherent with a domestic semi​­presidential system which was based on the                           
decision​making primacy of the president of the republic.  
Germany shared Sarkozy’s vision during the post​2009 government of chancellor Merkel.                       
The government was the first to consist a new generation of officials, who didn’t experience                             
the second World War. This new generation questioned the paymaster role of Germany, as                           
part of a ‘new German assertiveness’.  
4.2.2. Germany as a reluctant leader (difference from France and the UK)  
The Euro Crisis showed the cost of integration in certain situations. But, also                         
increased Germany’s weight in Europe and consequently also its relevance to international                       
partners. Contrary to France and Germany, who have a history of leadership in Europe,                           
Germany had to change its mindset drastically after the second World War to become an                             
important actor in the EU. They committed to multilateralism and international law, and                         
didn’t even perceive to become a major power or be looked at it that way. The transatlantic                                 
and European institutions had accepted germany as a European partner, and the German                         
political circles decided that more Europe would intrinsically be good for Germany.                       
However, Germany’s aim for a bigger EU integration has slowed down.  
Recently, Germany was one of the reform​minded member states concerning treaty reform.                         
But in sum they usually deferred to the French desire for a more intergovernmental approach                             
to foreign and security policy. (Lehne, 2012, p. 10­13)  
 ​4.2.3. Decision­making during the Euro crisis 
 
Germany ​is a parliamentary­federal system containing a bicameral legislature. This                   
bicameral system, consisting of the ​bundestag ​and ​bundesrat ​plays a crucial role in the                           
policy­making process. Furthermore, the judiciary is a key player in solving any                       
constitutional dispute. During the ultimate crisis period, from 2009 ­ 2012, Germany shared                         
the idea that the decision­making power of EU policy making should be exclusively                         
concentrated within the European council and Ecofin council meetings in which the                       
governments take part. By doing this, Germany came to adopt the French political paradigm.  
 
France​, on the other hand, is based on the semi­presidential unitary system. During the 2009                             
­ 2012 period, they adopted the German economic paradigm that was preserved in the                           
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intergovernmental treaties and legislative measures. Moreover, David Cameron and Silvio                   
Berlusconi also supported the intergovernmental approach. 
 
Sarkozy ( 2 november, 2011) 
 
“ The reform of Europe is not a march towards supranationality… The crisis has pushed the                               
heads of state and government to assume greater responsibility because ultimately they have                         
the democratic legitimacy to take decisions… The integration of Europe will go to the                           
intergovernmental way because Europe needs to make strategic political decision “  
 
Merkel and Sarkozy agreed on the fact that the decision­making predominance of the national                           
government was justified by the legitimacy coming from their own domestic electorates,                       
consequently the control of their action should be assigned by the national legislatures.  
 
When the crisis hit, the protagonists of the policy­making process were the European council                           
and ECOFIN council, while the commission and EP were less or more neglected. (Fabbrini,                           
2013, p. 1012 ­ 1013) 
 
The intergovernmental EU had set up an extremely complex system of economic governance                         
that nevertheless didn’t succeed in it’s attempt to mitigate the markets and convince the                           
citizens of the countries with a high debt rate. Moreover the crucial policies instruments were                             
not inside the legal EU structure. Which has contributed to the current decision­making                         
system with center­staged national government’s coordination. Although this               
intergovernmental regime did not always succeed in producing effective and legitimate                     
solutions for basic dilemmas of collective action, but is there any regime that can?  
 
During the euro crisis, the European council and ECOFIN council couldn’t react as fast and                             
extensive as needed, because of the veto­dilemma concerning decision­making. Divergences                   
in the domestic electoral interests of various indebted governments, put the decision­making                       
process in a confused state. The crisis expanded to a number of countries, because of the                               
decision making stalemate produced by divergent strategies for dealing with it. Consequently,                       
the EU institutions were unable to produce an effective answer towards the crisis. 
 
Importantly, this crisis was happening during the bilateral leadership of France and Germany                         
(2009 ­ mid 2012). Because of the difficulty in accelerating the decision­making process,                         
there was an increase in their leadership’s role in driving the EU towards necessary answers.                             
They became the protagonists concerning the EU financial policy.  
 
Nevertheless, both countries shared a strategic goal but had a different idea concerning the                           
way to get there. The more both countries differed concerning this goal, the easier it was for                                 
the other countries the ​multilateralise the common goal. That’s the reason why they didn’t                           
resent towards this bilateral leadership at the time. But Germany and France could avoid this                             
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multilaterization, because ​Merkozy agreed on their working method and goals when dealing                       
with the crisis. France feared of playing victim concerning market speculations when they                         
were unprotected by an alliance with germany. This fear drove them closer and closer to                             
Germany’s restrictive monetary position. And so, the Franco­German alliance achieved to                     
dictate the dealing with the crisis by sharing strategic goals (financial stability and fiscal                           
integration) and means (policies). ​Merkozy ​met regularly before the European council                     
meetings to agree on common shares and positions, that would consequently be imposed on                           
the following formal meetings of the heads of states and governments. They used this                           
strategy to the veto dilemma of the intergovernmental method.  
 
Another dilemma rising during the EU crisis was the ​compliance dilemma​, concerning the                         
guarantee the respect of its rules. This was an important topic in the case where Greece                               
messed with its statistics to stay in the Euro area in 2009. Furthermore, this dilemma                             
contributed to the extension of the majority voting. Because a qualified majority consists 80                           
percent of all shares of the treaty stock, and Germany has control of more than 27 percent of                                   
those keys, it is impossible to have a qualified majority against Germany. Consequently, there                           
is a German line in financial policy that no member state can cross. Apart from those two                                 
dilemma’s, there is also the ​enforcement dilemma ​concerning the way to guarantee the                         
application of a decision taken on a voluntary bases. 
Concerning the Euro Crisis, Kriezi and Grande (2009) concluded: 
“by far the most important individual actor in this (euro crisis, n.d.r.) debate was the                             
German Chancellor Angela Merkel . . . followed by the (then) French President Nicolas                           
Sarkozy.” 
(Fabbrini, 2013, p. 1010­1017) 
 
4.3. Outcomes: austerity 
 
Austerity is a word but it can be measured in order to inject the political discourse. It                                 
is said that it brings back the economy but also implies discipline. Then, could austerity put                               
Germany in a position of great influence through EU policies? In what ways Germany is able                               
to push the policy­making processes? A new kind of capitalism, a new kind of global order, a                                 
new kind of politics and law, a new kind of society and personal life are in the making. And                                     
for that, a paradigm shift in both of the social sciences and in politics is required (Beck, 2000,                                   
p. 81). 
 
The Union has legitimized itself in the eyes of the citizens primarily through its outcomes and                               
not so much by the fact that it fulfilled the citizens’ political will. This state of affairs is                                   
explained by the history of its origins but also by the legal constitution of this unique                               
formation, where the European Central Bank, the Commission, and the European Court of                         
Justice have played a relevant role in the everyday lives of European citizens over the                             
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decades, although these institutions are the least subject to democratic controls (Habermass,                       
2013). 
  
Moreover, the European Council, has taken several initiatives during the current crisis ­ an                           
institution made of heads of government ‘whose role in the eyes of their citizens is to                               
represent their respective national interests in distant Brussels’ (Habermass, 2013)­. The                     
European Parliament, thus, is supposed to build bridges between political conflicts and the                         
decisions taken in Brussels. However, as Habermass mentions, ‘this bridge is almost devoid                         
of traffic’. Austerity, for many reasons, has become a symbol where the lead of Angela                             
Merkel has show evidence of Germany’s leadership in modern Europe, which was also                         
acknowledged at the end of 2011 by the Polish foreign minister. 
  
V. Institutional framework (policy making in the EU) 
 
1. Were there any other potential leaders? 
1.1. The commission as would­be leader 
 
The original idea of the commission was: “a distinct hybrid: the European Union’s                         
largest administrator and main policy manager, as well as a source of political and policy                             
direction” The European institution would have provided three kinds of leadership, but                       
because of a loss of influence, they didn’t succeed in the act. 
 
The officials of the commission had to make sure that the smaller states are not neglected                               
during the decision­making process, but are to be sufficiently taken into consideration.                       
However the European council one had an idea of reducing the amount of commissioners,                           
because it is very difficult with 28 member states to apply the one­size­fits­all principle in                             
policy­making. Mainly because of the different levels of socio­economic development and                     
different needs and priorities. (Majone, 2014, p. 8­12) 
 
However, it is recognized (TUE, Art. 126(6) and 126(7) that the commission may initiate a                             
procedure against a member state running an excessive budget deficit, the commission’ s                         
recommendation has the status of proposal because only the ECOFIN council can take the                           
appropriate measures. (Fabbrini, 2013, p. 1009) 
 
An important problem rising from this difficulty to make agreements is the following: the                           
council does not receive enough proposals. Consequently the institutions are not able to                         
perform their legislative and policy initiatives. Therefore they exercise weaker forms of                       
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leadership. This results in a leaderless group, where about the writers claim will not reach the                               
optimal supply of a collective good. 
 
Consequently, the question rose about the commission’s system, is it becoming an                       
international bureaucracy? Among other, the principle of equality rose during the Euro Crisis                         
concerning 2 areas: within the Euro and between this group and the other members of the EU. 
 
1.2. Collective ownership: EU: the limits of collective action and collective leadership 
 
The original idea of the post­war continent of Europe was meant to be based on                             
collective leadership of all EU member states. But there are limits to the extent wherein                             
collective leadership can be implemented in the EU. In the next chapter these limits will be                               
explained using the area of EU foreign policy, where the method toward integration that has                             
been followed since the founding treaties shows intrinsic weclimits. 
 
Olson claims that:  
 
“the larger the group, the further it will fall short of providing the optimal amount of                               
collective good ­ such as political and economic integration.” (Majone, 2014, p. 3) 
 
According to Olson larger groups or organizations can only exist because of two reasons: the                             
power of pressure they can exert, and the selective incentives that voluntary organizations                         
may provide. But there is a limited availability of these incentives: the larger the group, the                               
more difficult it becomes to find suitable incentives for all the group members. 
 
By applying these assumptions to the EU leadership of Germany, we can assume that the                             
member states are the collective owners of the EU. This collective ownership is subject                           
various limitations, that have been known for a long time. These barriers could only been                             
overcome by a ‘hegemon’, but unfortunately none of the member states have the willingness                           
to take up this role. However, the only imaginable candidate that comes up is Germany.                             
(Majone, 2014, p. 1­19) 
 
1.3. The president of the European council 
 
In December 2011, the president of the European council, Herman Van Rompuy tried                         
to influence the course of action in the EU. He tried to present himself as an alternative                                 
political leader. He had the willingness to take the leadership, but just didn’t have the                             
resources to pull it through because the resources of the president of the European council are                               
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mainly institutional and strictly limited. Moreover he is more a political manager than a                           
political leader and lacks certain crucial competences. (Schoeller, 2014, p. 14) 
 
 
2. Germany and policy making in the EU 
 
Intergovernmentalism one of the most applied rationalist decision­making               
approaches. This approach assumes that states with high bargaining power and many votes in                           
the EU council are better positioned to shape the outcomes in EU negotiations. Moreover, the                             
higher the importance for that state, the more likely it is that they will shape the EU policy. 
Consequently, quantitative studies of European decision­making contribute different causal                 
weight to formal rules. A 2006 research project showed that powerful actors who attach most                             
salience to the issues receive the largest concessions from other negotiators. Hence, the share                           
of votes that a member state has in the EU council is an important negotiation resource, but                                 
does not determine outcomes. Qualitative studies also demonstrate that bargaining and voting                       
power are very important for states to influence EU­policy. Moreover, a 2004 empirical study                           
highlights that power, preferences, and preference intensity exert influence on the outcomes                       
of complex, iterated negotiations when there rules uncertainty. (cini & Pérez ­ Borragán,                         
2013, p. 121)  
2.1. Empirical case: Coreper 
 
Concerning the amount of influence German officials have in EU policy­making the                       
next part focuses on Coreper, an institution that advises the appropriate ministers but also                           
take part in informal decision­making. Furthermore COREPER will be linked with the former                         
part of intergovernmentalism and supranationalism. 
2.1.1. Institution  
 
Coreper is the main preparatory body of the Council of Ministers; it stands for                           
“Committee of the Permanent Representatives of the Governments of the Member States to                         
the European Union”. It consists of permanent representatives, sent by each country.                       
Moreover they have the status of ambassador, that’s why they are also called the EU                             
ambassadors.  
 
Coreper has several functions: First of all, its main function is processing all the preparations                             
done by the expert working groups, followed by giving this knowledge to the appropriate                           
ministers, in order that they can make decisions about legislation based on this knowledge                           
(Cini & Borragan, 2013, p. 147­148). Another, very important, function of Coreper is the                           
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informal decision­making. Leading up to Council meetings, the representatives try to                     
straighten out any issues that might arise, concerning legislation. They do this in a rather                             
covert way, by meeting with different actors at lunch sessions and what not. This is why they                                 
represent a very important part of the Council, because a lot of the de­facto decision­making                             
is not made by the ministers at Council meetings, but is already designated between the                             
permanent representatives at unofficial meetings (Cini & Borragan, 2013, p. 148).  
 
Since Coreper consists of national representatives, another important function is protecting                     
the national interests and expressing the will of their governments and/or their ministers. As                           
we will see in the paragraph about decision­making, this combination of trying to protect the                             
national interests and trying to find collective European solutions is what makes Coreper so                           
unique (Peterson & Shackleton, 2012, p. 316­317).  
 
This institution has a lot of responsibility and work, and that is why it’s split up in two parts,                                     
Coreper I and Coreper II, each with their own specialization. Both of the parts meet weekly,                               
and prepare their own meetings.   
 
Coreper II is composed of the permanent representatives of the member states of the EU (the                               
ambassadors). The agenda of Coreper II deals mostly with the General affairs, but it's also                             
responsible for issues with justice and home affairs, as well as economical and financial                           
affairs, multi­annual budget negotiations, etc (Council of the EU, 2015). 
 
Coreper I is composed of the deputies of the permanent representatives. Their work is                           
focused on the more technical Councils. Their main focus points include competitiveness,                       
agriculture, education, environment, and transport (Council of the EU, 2015). Even though a                         
lot of the decisions are technical, the process of decision­making is also highly political.                           
Since the introduction of the co­legislative procedure with the European Parliament, Coreper                       
I is also the representative of the Council during negotiations. This makes Coreper a big                             
influence in the new way of co­decision­making (Peterson & Shackleton, 2012, p. 322­323).  
 
David Bostock, from the European Court of Auditors and himself a former deputy Permanent                           
Representative, published a 2002 article in which he assessed COREPER’s role in the                         
growing realm of co­decision (essentially with the European Parliament). Implemented                   
because of the Maastricht treaty (‘92) purposes, the co­decision procedure was established. ‘                         
Under this procedure the directly elected Parliament plays a more important role than it does                             
under the other legislative procedures.' In particular, a legislative proposal can become EU                         
policy only with the approval of both the Parliament and the Council, the EU's principal                             
legislative body. Besides, he also attempted to tease out the circumstances under which the                           
committee makes a significant contribution to decision­taking.  
 
He says that COREPER permanent representatives ‘nicely illustrate how the logics of                       
consequences and appropriateness can interface, which in turn suggests that national and                       
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supranational identifications can become complexly intertwined’  Thereafter, Cross has                 
specifically focused on the role of Permanent Representatives in driving forward internal                       
security policy (their purview over external security policy having been assumed by the PSC                           
after 2001). She argues that COREPER constitutes ‘a relatively strong transnational network                       
that is expertise­driven and held together by strong professional norms. Together, these                       
diplomats are a major force in shaping internal security integration’ (Howorth, 2012, p. 441) 
 
 
There is no consensus on the question whether Coreper is supranational or intergovernmental.                         
For some it’s obvious to say that the institution is an intergovernmental one, since the                             
permanent representatives are national officials who defend national interests, implement the                     
instructions received from their government, and who keep an open communication with                       
their capital at all time. Coreper is also part of the Council of ministers, an institution that                                 
serves as an intergovernmental counterweight to the supranational Commission. But there are                       
also arguments that could suggest supranationalism, namely: the Council is the main                       
decision­making European institution. This means that all the legislature passed by the                       
Council (and Parliament) must be implemented by the member states. In this way, all the                             
European institutions have a certain level of supranationalism.  
 
Another argument involves Coreper in particular: there has been a debate about whether the                           
permanent representatives would go native or stay loyal to their national interests after                         
spending so much time around European institutions and practices (Blom & Vanhoonacker,                       
2014, p. 66). Going native would mean that they transfer their loyalty to the European,                             
instead of the national, level. According to neofunctionalists is this exactly what happens:                         
Officials who are closely involved in the day­to­day mechanics of the EU will develop a                             
European perspective and their national loyalty will change for a supranational, or European,                         
one (Cini & Borragan, 2013, p. 64). In reality we see that most of the Coreper officials                                 
remain loyal to the national interests, but still try to come up with a collective European                               
solution (Blom & al. 2014, p. 66). This duality between the interests of the capital and Europe                                 
is typical for the way issues are handled in Coreper.  
 
There is a study of Howorth that suggests that a differentiation between                       
intergovernmentalism and supranationalism becomes meaningless in an institution like                 
Coreper. I’m inclined to agree to this due to the fact that the boundaries between national and                                 
supranational interests become blurred since the officials of Coreper are mostly concerned                       
about getting results by looking for a consensus between the two (Howorth, 2012, p. 442).   
 
2.1.2. Decision­making 
 
Coreper doesn’t have any formal decision­making authority, the Council of ministers                     
is the only part of the Council that can vote to pass legislature, but it’s Coreper that has the                                     
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de­facto decision­making power. This means that a lot of issues are already solved before                           
they go to the ministers; they just have to sign off. This applies for both Coreper I and II. The                                       
representatives divide the orders between A and B points, A points meaning that the issues                             
are cleared and B points meaning that it’s too difficult or too political for Coreper to decide                                 
on it. The ministers adopt the A points without discussion and mostly look at the B points                                 
during their meetings. The result is that ministers only talk on average about 10 to 15 percent                                 
of the items, the rest is taken care of by Coreper and the working groups (Peterson &                                 
Shackleton, 2012, p. 76). This shows that Coreper has a lot to say in the decision­making                               
process. 
 
So how does this decision­making work? As said before, the representatives of Coreper often                           
have to keep a balance between national interests and the obligation to get collective                           
European solutions. This dichotomy gave the civil servants the name of being Janus­faced,                         
because they act as both state and supranational actors. The result of this dichotomy is a                               
culture of compromise, where officials try to come up with solutions that synthesises both the                             
national interests and those of the European Union. They do this by having informal meetings                             
where they discuss issues and try to find supporters of their cause; this gives Coreper a rather                                 
enigmatic appearance (Peterson & Shackleton, 2012, p. 333­334). 
 
2.1.3. The role of soft power in the Politics of Information 
 
In order to understand the functioning of institutions like COREPER, we must analyse                         
the meaning of power. Power is the ability to influence the behaviour of others to achieve                               
desired outcomes. In order to measure effective power, in terms of the altered behaviour of                             
others, we first have to know their initial preferences. Thus, we can define power as the                               
possession of capabilities or resources that can influence outcomes. In this case, soft power                           
rests on the ability to shape the preferences of others. By their own definition, contemporary                             
democratic practices concern this type of power, as leaders must persuade citizens to make                           
decisions. On the international arena, states also employ soft power mechanisms to convince                         
other actors of their preferred course of action (Nye, 2004). 
 
It is important to outline that power is not the same as influence, because influence can also                                 
be gained through hard­power negotiation tactics like threats. Soft power is based on                         
cooperation, resting on the attractiveness of one’s culture and values or the ability to                           
manipulate the agenda of political choices, in a manner that makes others fail to express some                               
preferences because they seem to be too unrealistic (Nye, 2004). 
 
Normally speaking, there is the question of how the increasing role of non­elected, but                           
information­rich, actors like the European Commission, but also other international                   
bureaucracies, experts, or non­governmental organizations can be reconciled with democratic                   
principles. This means that there are unaccountable numbers of experts that can contribute to                           
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the outcomes of policy­making processes. (Blom, 2014) We could argue that we are talking                           
about an ‘information­based governance’ (Blom: 50, 2014) where there is also a societal                         
dimension. Not only because it is extremely hard to recognise and identify all the actors that                               
are included or excluded from organizational processes, but also because these actors or                         
groups of actors may exert influence during certain episodes of organisational information                       
processing/decision­making. 
 
Public organisations always have established or informal regulations and norms regarding                     
access to information, the ability to share or publish it, and the decision­making process                           
involved in managing it. Internally, however, issues become complex when diverse actors are                         
involved. Who has to inform whom? And which actors have a “voice” or are even allowed to                                 
“say”? In the case of European institutions, Article 9 of the Council regulation 168/2007/EC                           
sets up the European Fundamental Rights Agency, allowing the Council of Europe to appoint                           
an independent supervisor to sit on the Agency’s Management Board and on its Executive                           
Board. 
 
The constitutive politics of information that becomes tangible in the establishment of                       
European agencies typically operates by imposing specific information processing structures                   
covering, as it will be elucidated in the next section, the temporal, substantive, and social                             
dimensions of organizational behaviour. It should be noted however that agencies might                       
differ from one another in terms of the strictness of their formal temporal order, the level of                                 
detailing of their substantive structures and the inclusiveness exclusiveness of their social                       
order. 
 
2.1.4. Germany in Coreper 
 
Now we are going to examine if it is possible for Germany to have a substantial                               
influence in Coreper. If so, it would mean that Germany would have a major impact on the                                 
decision­making process in the EU. First of all we’re going to take a look at the German                                 
permanent representation and compare it with the French one. We’ll continue by examining                         
what the requirements are to gain influence in Coreper, and end with a conclusion.  
 
The German EU ambassador and deputy have the same goals in Coreper as those of the other                                 
member states, namely: 
 
“On the one hand, they represent and defend the German position. They seek for                           
understanding and allies, especially with regard to decisions taken by majority, in order to                           
make sure German interests are enshrined in decisions and legislative texts of the Council. 
On the other hand, they survey the ongoing decision­making process and inform the German                           
Ministers about policy­formation processes as well as the positions and interests of other                         
Member States and other EU institutions” ​­Permanent Representation of the Federal                     
Republic of Germany to the European Union, 2015­. 
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Germany is a decentralized state with decentralized coordination structures and this has                       
consequences with how they are handling European Affairs. Both the Ministry for Foreign                         
Affairs (or the Foreign Office) and the Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy have the                             
responsibility of coordinating German coordination policy in Europe, with the latter Ministry                       
acting as the Ministry for European Affairs. Concretely for Coreper, this means that the                           
M.F.A. is instructing the civil servants of Coreper II, which include instructions for the                           
General Affairs Council, Ecofin, etc. The Economic Ministry is doing to same for the civil                             
servants of Coreper I. (Shaping Germany’s European policy, 2015) 
 
If we look at a country like France, we can see that things are handled differently there, since                                   
it’s a centralized country. There, the Secrétariat general des affaires européennes (SGAE) is                         
responsible for the communication between the capital and Brussels. It is one institution                         
specifically created to receive information from the permanent representation and to send                       
instructions (Coen & al. 2009, p. 109­110). I would think that having only one institution that                               
focuses solely on the European affairs instead of two institutions (with their own domestic                           
responsibilities aside from the European affairs), is much more efficient and faster in                         
communicating with Brussels and thus an advantage in Coreper meetings. Especially when                       
the two German ministries have to work together in order to coordinate European policy.                           
Another disadvantage of the decentralized state of the Germany is that the various federal                           
states, or Länder, have a big say in the coordination of the European policy. This might result                                 
in the fact that the German representation doesn’t always have a consistent position (Heinisch                           
& Mesner, 2005, p. 12). Since decision­making in Coreper is informal, it is very hard to find                                 
any hard evidence concerning the influence of Germany in the institution. The only thing                           
that’s possible to do is to analyse the way decisions are made in Coreper and argue if it’s                                   
probable that Germany has a major role in it.  
 
The fixed image of decision­making in the EU is that the outcome of the discussions is                               
determined by the power and resources of the member states and thus always tends to lean                               
towards the preferences of the bigger states, like Germany, France or the United Kingdom                           
(Heinisch & Mesner, 2005, p. 13). If this were the case with Coreper as well, it would be very                                     
probable that Germany has a considerable influence in it. But as said before, Coreper has a                               
very unique informal way of making decisions, where social interactions are more important                         
than resources. This is correlated with the fact that the permanent representatives aren’t                         
allowed to vote and consequently have no use for quality majority voting, a process that gives                               
the big states a lot of power. The ministers of the Council use QMV, but Coreper is the                                   
de­facto decision­making institution in the Council, which results in the fact that up to 90%                             
of the decisions are made by Coreper and passed as the aforementioned A points to the                               
ministers, who then pass it without discussion (Heinisch en Mesner, 2005, p. 2).   
 
In Coreper it’s all about social interactions and arguments, in theory this would mean that the                               
influence of a member state is measured by the arguments of its representative. The case is                               
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that big member states often have more problems with trying to convince the other officials                             
with arguments. As an example, a financial counselor once said: ​“Sweden, who is always                           
taking part in the debate, has influence far beyond their votes. Germany is the opposite; they                               
have less influence than votes.” ​(Peterson & Shackleton, 2012, p. 332). 
 
This quote doesn’t really say anything about the overall capability of German officials, but it                             
shows that the size and resources of the member state don’t matter when arguing in the                               
Coreper councils, it’s more about clear and good arguments.   
2.1.5. Conclusion 
 
Coreper has three main functions: preparing the councils of the ministers, protecting                       
and implementing the national interests, and informal decision­making. In order to efficiently                       
fulfil these considerable tasks, the institution is split up in two parts that meet weekly,                             
Coreper I and II, each with their own tasks. When analysing whether Coreper is an                             
intergovernmental or supranational institution, we can see that the boundary between the two                         
becomes rather blurred, since the representatives try to find a compromise between the                         
instructions received from their government and collective European solutions. They are                     
driven by a need to achieve results and they try to reach these goals through informal                               
communications and social interaction. This covert way of conducting negotiations gives                     
Coreper a rather enigmatic appearance, but it’s also known for its ability to clear issues and                               
achieve results. That’s why a lot of decisions are made in Coreper and passed by the                               
ministers without any discussions. 
  
When looking at the possibility of Germany having a lot of influence in the Coreper council,                               
it becomes clear that it doesn’t have any considerable advantages over any other member                           
states. On the contrary, since Germany is a decentralized state, a lot of cooperation is                             
necessary between different ministries and federal states to come up with a consistent                         
European policy coordination. This is in stark contrast to centralized countries like France,                         
that only has one institution with the sole task of coordinating the European policy. This                             
could mean that German communications between capital and Brussels lack efficiency and                       
speed, which could turn disadvantageous at meetings. It’s much harder to examine the                         
German participation in the informal decision­making, since there is no hard evidence on it.                           
What’s certain is that good arguments count for a lot more than the resources of a country. So                                   
I would conclude that Germany hasn’t got any considerable advantages over any of the other                             
member states in Coreper.  
 
Equally, ‘having a good argument’ is related to the role of ‘soft power’ in international                             
organisations. In opposition to ‘hard power’, based on the threat of violent or aggressive                           
actions, soft power seeks to attract competitors and persuade them of the benefits of your                             
idea. This is when informal mechanisms are most important, and it could be argued that                             
German officials are better suited and have more access to information than Commission                         
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personnel. In crisis situations, then, Germany might have been able to bypass institutional                         
checks to impose its decisions on the rest of Member States via the use of ‘soft power’ and                                   
access to privileged information. 
 
It must be remembered, nonetheless, that the German state has a complex structure, which                           
has been defined as ‘co­operative decentralisation’. The regions have a strong say in federal                           
policies, and questions of redistribution have often been the most controversial. This is why                           
both Merkel cabinets have planned their actions taking into consideration state and federal                         
elections. At the beginning of the crisis, Merkel’s Liberal partners sought an isolationist                         
approach in line with the demands of some regional governments. After some regional                         
election results favourable to pro­European Social­Democrats and Greens, Merkel changed                   
her stance and took a more engaged role in dealing with the sovereign debt crisis. The                               
Social­Democrats ended up being her coalition partners, but also had to reject any opposition                           
to her austerity agenda. Because of this, the Bundestag is now the strongest supporter of the                               
current government, while the Bundesrat is slowly moving towards more Eurosceptic                     
positions. This shows that the Chancellor and the federal government are not always free to                             
impose their will, and have to negotiate with the different components of Germany’s                         
legislative powers. 
 
3. Germany’s Institutional strength 
An aspect that defines Germany and its relation towards other EU countries is its                           
internal organization. In many ways Germany can be seen as being a unique state for its                               
history and the particularity of its different governments. Federalism and highly technocratic                       
civil service system is one of the defining characteristics of Germany’s institutional strength,                         
however, politics and personality of head of government are also important elements to                         
consider to characterize Germany’s political power. This section, therefore, puts forward the                       
fact of knowing if technocracy is a defining characteristic for political leadership or not?  
3.1. Political leadership: Comparison with other EU countries, how did Germany impose its                         
leadership 
 
Political leadership and stand­offs between political leaders can be explained in many                       
ways. With a special focus on German leadership, this chapter stresses the fact that Germany                             
was able to lift from an economic platform to a political one, and changed it’s status of being                                   
‘the sick member of European economy. During the Economic crisis, Germany has been the                           
leading force in the European council as far as the anti­crisis measures are concerned.                           
Therefore, this chapter outlines three ways in which a leader can emerge, in particular within                             
the framework of the EU in the context of the Euro crisis. The severity of the euro zone crisis                                     
has shown disparities in the leadership between EU countries.  
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Firstly, some theorists argue that these differences in leadership are rooted in underlying                         
values of theses countries, that are cultural. As a matter of fact, it is arguable to say that the                                     
crisis enabled the European Union to show a clear stand off between major actors and                             
political leaders in the EU structure. More precisely, the crisis shows a power struggle                           
between the French and German leadership, especially towards the involvement of the IMF                         
that is resolved at the 6th of May 2010. Some scholars could argue that theses differences in                                 
leadership are what made the severity of the crisis, since the crisis’s hazardous “resolution”                           
was mainly due to a bad manipulation of monetary and fiscal tools. The aspects that lay at the                                   
foundation of the differences in leadership style and political culture can be divided in three                             
categories. 
 
Secondly, the differences in the relationship between market and government and the                       
underlying perception of the role of government – that is an indication of the diversity of                               
solutions given for the crisis by major EU leaders. Secondly, the differences in leadership                           
style and interaction between EU leaders rooted in cultural differences. Thirdly, the attitudes                         
towards rule and power during economic and monetary integration and also during the euro                           
crisis of Germany and France – that are all traced back by cultural differences. (Bohn & Jong,                                 
de, 2010). 
 
Thirdly, one could argue that political leadership emerges when no other Member State is                           
able to do so but also when the institutions allow it to happen. As Ulrich Beck stresses in his                                     
last book that we are living in a ‘German Europe’ (Beck, 2013). ‘Today we have a variation                                 
that few foresaw: a European Germany in a German Europe’ (Garton, 2012). While in terms                             
of leadership most of the strategies are strong enough because of hard power elements,                           
institutional and soft­power resources have become indispensible tools. Therefore, if we                     
analyze the current EU crisis, we recognize Beck’s proposal and concepts about the risk                           
society, globalization and also with these two combined in a world risk society (professor                           
LSE). Where austerity policies have had a substantive role, Germany’s power relative to                         
other European states has grown as a result of the Eurozone crisis. (Beck, 2013:54). 
 
Fourthly, it is arguable to say that in order to get an actor take leadership, there should be a                                     
leadership surplus: ‘If the expected benefits of leading exceed the perceived costs of it,                           
political leadership is offered and emerges’. However in the case of Germany being the                           
‘contested leader’, of the European union, their leadership is rather negative than proactive.                         
The consent of Germany is primary, and so it dominates the EU environment. By denying                             
agreement or support they can block options. Neither the political class nor the public is                             
willing to pay the price for genuine leadership. 
A leader’s results from the employment of strategies. According to Burns, there are two sets                             
of influencing factor on leadership: the leader’s motives (willingness) and its actual power                         
(capacity to employ strategies). The more available power resources that are available, the                         
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more strategies can be exploited by a leader, the more likely it is that a leader can influence                                   
the outcomes. By so we can divert from the previous statements that Germany does have the                               
power resources to take up leadership, but to do so it is not necessary to take up genuine                                   
leadership. Because they can exploit more strategies, negative leadership is the most efficient,                         
since they don’t produce extra costs and still there decisions are reluctant for EU policy. And                               
since they are the strongest actor in the European union, their fellow actors in the European                               
union do not form a threat to take over this leadership, because they simply don’t have the                                 
resources. 
3.2. Executive Power: Angela Merkel 
 
Being the longest­serving leader in the EU, Angela Merkel has the most experience of                           
them all. She governs at a time where other European leaders are less present on global                               
political arena and when the US shows a weaker interest in solving European problems. As a                               
matter of fact, Barack Obama’s reticent approach towards European problems has been a                         
helping tool on her way to EU leadership. Overall, Angela Merkel is considered to be a                               
skilled diplomat, however, her relationship with other countries and negotiations are not                       
handled in the same way and are not as simple in every situation. 
 
For example, Angela Merkel has already gained easy support from other EU countries with                           
her approach on the EU crisis (The economist, 2015). However, concerning her policy on the                             
2015 asylum situation, Merkel’s negotiations were more hazardous as Germany was seeking                       
for support and solidarity for its approach to the crisis. Recently, Angela Merkel’s policies                           
put her in the position of needing support from other states instead of the contrary. Even                               
though Angela Merkel needs to convince others to support her ideas, she still remains the                             
fundamental leader of Europe. Her mission is to hold Germany and the EU together to absorb                               
the shock of the asylum crisis (The economist, 2015, The chancellor’s crucible) 
 
Another important actor in Merkel’s leadership is the minister of foreign affairs on Merkel’s                           
side, ​Frank­Walter Steinmeier​. Who is part of the Social democratic party of Germany.                         
Because of his more reserved approach and unbiased views, Steinmeier is an excellent                         
council. Consequently Merkel has benefited from his advice and helped her on the way to                             
success. (Augstein, 2015) 
 
Subsequently, Germany’s first east­German chancellor brought a new territorial connotation                   
with her. ​Because of her background, Merkel is probably ​“more European in the head than at                               
heart”​. Since the establishment of the grand coalition in Germany her chancellorship became                         
more exposed to the intergovernmental tone: the FDP (freie demokratische partei) shifted                       
towards a clear euro­realistic position, the German constitutional court introduced powerful                     
hurdles to the transfer of national sovereignty to EU and the German people seemed                           
increasingly wary of paying taxes to aid indebted countries. 
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Furthermore, Merkel’s 2009 government searched for effective solutions for the Euro Crisis,                       
in the institutional and government area. This decision would consequently not be questioned                         
by the court, her coalition partners and voters. Generally, Merkel made a shift from                           
reaffirmation of national interests towards an intergovernmental approach of solving the                     
crisis. This preference was undoubtedly at odds with the political structure and public culture                           
of her country.The internal domestic structure is clearly part of Germany’s approach towards                         
policy, which is another area where Germany differs from France. (Fabbrini, 2013, p. 9­10) 
3.3. Internal organization of the German public administration  
 
A well as political leadership and the head of government’s approach to politics,                         
internal organization of German administration is another aspect that help define leadership                       
in the global political arena. To understand and explain the power of Germany in the EU and                                 
on a global level, is to understand the structure of Germany itself. More precisely, Germany’s                             
influence externally and impact on external policies (EU and global) is explained by the                           
institutional organization of the country. 
 
One of the aspects that puts Germany apart from other powerful European country is its                             
public sector and its relations to politics, in other words, the function of its government                             
services. In order to understand how Germany’s government services function, this section                       
provides an explanation of the formation of the German executive. This section firstly                         
provides an overview of the history of German Civil service from the late 18​th century until                               
contemporary and modern Europe. Secondly, the section explains the duties and formalities                       
involved with being a civil servant in Germany (principles of neutrality, loyalty to the                           
constitution, moderation and restraint). Finally, a comparison of civil servants in Germany                       
and in France is made to put the aspect of civil service in perspective. 
 
3.3.1. History of the German civil servant system 
 
The start of the rise of the civil service as the main working entity of the government                                 
in Germany is in the late 18​th century. Reforms that gave executive power to civil servants in                                 
1807 by Wilhelm III and a reform by Karl Vom Stein that introduce the civil service as a                                   
highly qualified working system in the times of Enlightenment and Liberalism, lay the first                           
ground of the system (Neuhold & al., 2013,p.153). 
 
From the ​Restauration ​until the Weimar Republic, the role and the status of the civil servant                               
becomes more concrete (Neuhold & al., 2013, p.154). As a matter of fact, during the German                               
Empire, the functions and duties of the civil servant were becoming more concrete by an oath                               
of duty. This duty consisted in an oath of loyalty, political restraint, neutrality and allegiance                             
to the monarch (ibid). However, it is not until the Weimar Republic that the civil service                               
42 
gains real autonomy because of the loss of subordination to the monarch (Neuhold & al.,                             
2013, p.154). 
At the time of the Weimar republic, loyalty to the monarch was abandoned and the civil                               
servant had to serve the people as a whole and not the royalty anymore.The civil service                               
pictured and was putting in function the new state that embrace the ideas inspired by the                               
French Revolution and Humanism that are the equal representation of the nation as common                           
entity (ibid). According to these ideologies, the civil service system is a neutral authority that                             
relies on an all encompassing constitution that ensures that decisions of the civil servants are                             
made autonomously and independently and where legislation would be the only political                       
entity they would be entitled to (ibid). 
 
What makes the uniqueness of the German executive is the fact that throughout its erratic and                               
distinct history, there is a consistency and fidelity to the principles laid by the Weimar                             
Republic. Many amendments and modification to the principles and political duties of the                         
Weimar Republic were made, however, even the seizure of power by the Nazis and the fall of                                 
the Berlin Wall did not modify the core principles and duties of the German civil servant                               
(Neuhold & al, p.153­154). 
 
During the Second World War, the loyalty oath was no longer on the constitution but on                               
Hitler. The civil service appointments were terminated in 1945, but the public administration                         
remained existent and was governed by the Allies (ibid). The post­war area only caused                           
minor issues such as conflict between different Landers and the Allies about tradition or the                             
reformation of the civil service system, but the dual civil service system in the tradition of                               
Weimar republic remained (Neuhold & al., 2013, p.154­155). 
 
Nowadays, every German citizen has the same civic rights and duties and is not be                             
discriminated for ideology or religious belief. Everyone, with sufficient education can enter                       
the civil service. As in France for example, Germany has the dual civil service system where                               
there is a coexistence of government employees as well as employees of public corporation                           
(Neuhold & al, 2013, p.155). What characterises the German civil service system is its strong                             
reliance on the principles of the Constitution ­ especially the ones concerning the relationship                           
between political life and civil office (Gallagher & al., 2011, p.90). 
 
The principles of separation of power is a typical features of German civil service system                             
history. According to this principle, the civil service is independent of the government and                           
are influenced by two elements of German history. Firstly the termination of all civil servant                             
appointment after the Third Reich. Secondly, the joining of German Democratic Republic                       
with Federal Germany in 1990 puts in place the fact that all labour contracts with the state                                 
should be taken over by the Federal Republic of Germany. (Neuhold, 2013, p.156­157). 
 3.3.2. Duties of German civil servants 
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In relations to the Weimar Republic and later development in German history, civil                         
servants have duties and principles announced in the German Constitution. 
 
1.Neutrality of the civil servant 
 
The most important features of the German civil servant are the principles that are                           
subordinated to it in relations the German Constitution (Gallagher & al., 2011, p.90). The                           
first principle that applies to German civil service is the principle of neutrality. Basic German                             
Law mentions political decision­making process and law­based civil service where civil                     
servants are appointed according to their skills such as aptitude and professional                       
achievements (Bundestag, art.21, art.33). These principles should portray or be the manifes of                         
the general rights of equality between all citizens, because all can be candidate for an office.                               
Status, service and loyalty are important qualifications for an exercise of office as civil                           
servant (Bundestag, art.33 paragraph 4). 
 
Moreover, in the concept of neutrality lies the principle that civil servants have to be                             
non­partisan (Bundestag, sect.7 paragraph 1). “Non­partisanship” of the civil servant means                     
that they have to be at the disposal of every constitutionally created government.                         
Furthermore, all of their operations must be applicable and valid in any these government                           
(Neuhold, 2013, p.157).  
 
The concept of neutrality relates to that fact that no opinions can transpose in the work of the                                   
civil servant, this applies to parties or social interest groups. Neutrality, therefore, reminds us                           
of the fact that the civil service is constitutionally bound to the constitutional law and has be                                 
transparent in regards to it. It is there to ensure a stable administration based on expertise,                               
professional performance and loyalty, therefore, balance in politics. 
 
However, there are limitations to the duty of neutrality since the civil servants is intrinsically                             
linked to the legislative body. A distinction between neutrality and anti­party ideology must                         
be made in this situation because of possible violation of the principle of democracy and                             
representation of the citizens (Neuhold, 2013, p.157). Civil service serves the interests of the                           
government and puts them into effect and needs to be aware of the political aspects as well                                 
many other criteria that are constituents of the working government. Therefore, the role                         
neutrality in the of the civil servant is to draw a balance between understanding and                             
considering politics without letting it interfere with the working machinery of bureaucracy                       
(Neuhold, 2013, p.157). 
 
Similarly to any civil servant of any country within the EU, a german civil servant has to be                                   
neutral ­ it cannot discriminate citizens and serves the interest of the population as a whole                               
(Bundestag, section 7, paragraph 1). A distinction in the status of German civil service is                             
made that separates public and private sector. This distinction is made by the duty of “public                               
welfare” of the civil service. 
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2. Loyalty to the constitution: 
 
The second duty of a civil servant is to be loyal to the constitution. The concept of                                 
loyalty is a central in the functioning of the service since it bounds all the different working                                 
groups under the rule of Basic Law (Neuhold & al., 2013, p.159). Under this principle, there                               
is a common political understanding of the Constitution that consists of rule about behaviour                           
in and outside service, and that since the Weimar Republic (ibid.). As well as being duty                               
during office, it is also general requirement to enter the civil service (ibid.). Loyalty to the                               
constitution is dependable to the European Convention for Human Rights (ibid, however, in                         
some occasions, freedom of opinion and association can go above the loyalty principle. 
 
This principle condemns any breaches of the constitution and does not allow civil servant to                             
defend political opinion. However civil servant’s rights in politics are limited to being a                           
member of political party, and, in extreme situation a civil servant can defend its value                             
(Neuhold & al., 2013, p.159­160). 
  
3. Duty of moderation and restraint  
 
Thirdly, the duty of moderation and restraint regarding politics ensures that the civil                         
service retains a degree of credibility towards the citizens (Neuhold & al., 2013, p.161). 
It is a duty of each person in office to be treated most of all as member of administrative body                                       
and not as individuals. When in office, no personal opinion most transpose in the work and                               
acting as an official (Neuhold & al., 2013, p.161).  
 
The topic of religion is an example of limitation of the principle of moderation and restraint.                               
According to this principle, civil servants should not discriminate or disadvantage regarding                       
to religion. The issue becomes problematic when work requires knowledge about religion                       
because it is difficult to earn an indebt knowledge about a specific religion in without                             
disregarding another. In the public sphere, the issue of secularity also becomes problematic                         
when asking to remove the headscarf or not (Neuhold & al., 2013, p.161). 
 
A distinction must be made between the public and the private sphere with the duty of                               
moderation and restraint. For example, colleagues, superiors and subordinates can discuss                     
politics in private without any effects on job performance. In private, freedom of expression                           
of political opinion is limited by the duty to the constitution (Neuhold & al., 2013, p.162). 
 
Furthermore, different rules apply to German political civil servants. Political civil servant in                         
Germany is a civil servant that works in cooperation between permanent administration and                         
political office holders (Neuhold & al., 2013, p.162). These officials are in an agreement of                             
political ideas and aims of the government in power. With this special position, these civil                             
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servant ensure the link and the transfer of politics within the bureaucratic sphere of                           
governance. It is, therefore, logical to find that type of civil servant in the working                             
administration of the executive government, in the legislative share of the parliament but also                           
in working groups and political parties. However, these political servants are also regarded as                           
member of government by the public and the officials so they also remain loyal to the basic                                 
functions of a member of government such as the function of devolution (Neuhold & al.,                             
2013, p.162). 
 
 
3.4. Parallel between French and German civil service 
 
The German civil servant system is described as being extremely reliant on the                         
Constitution and made of highly technocratic and specialized individuals. In order to put this                           
description into perspective and link it to the theory of political leadership, this section                           
provides a contrast with the French civil service system. 
 
The question of the relation between civil servant and political life is most striving when                             
discussing the executive system in France. With a history of revolutions and the succession                           
of different political regimes, France and Germany show similarities in the complexity and                         
evolving nature of their political administration. Furthermore, the different political regimes                     
that followed all addressed the issue of concealing neutrality and continuity (Neuhold & al.,                           
2013, p.109) . 
There is an existence of certain structural elements in French administration such as state                           
centralization, competitive schools for administration and high ministerial instability                 
(Neuhold & al., 2013, p.108). Similarly to Germany, historical perspective, changes in the                         
government and the administrative are key to understand the struggles in the working                         
environment of the government (Neuhold & al., 2013, p.109). 
 
Both German and in French civil service can be described as being a “Technocratic ethos”                             
with strong reliance on specialists and technical training (Gallagher & al., 2011, p.168), in                           
opposition with the more generalist civil service culture seen in the UK that relies on senior                               
civil servant with managerial and administrative skills (Gallagher & al., 2011, p.167). 
 
In France, the technocratic ethos consists in technocrats or specialist in certain fields and is                             
divided into ​corps that all form ​le grand corps d’État​. All theses civil servants are trained and                                 
socialized in a series of dedicated schools such as ​École Normal Supérieur and l’​ENA (École                             
Nationale d’Administration). At the end, the process of socialization is what matters most in                           
these schools since civil servants rarely ever work in the same field as their specialization                             
(Gallagher & al., 2011, p.168). 
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As the French civil service, the German civil service is considered as being technocratic in                             
nature, even though professors and lawyers are the most common professions of civil                         
servants. As in France, recruitment is very competitive, education and socialization process                       
education oriented (Gallagher & al., 2011, p.168).  
3.5. Relationship between executive and legislative: 
 
The executive and the working bureaucracy of the civil service is described as being a                             
core feature of the efficiency of Germany. However, a link between the legislative and the                             
executive must be made in order to have a deeper and more complete knowledge of the                               
German “machinery”. Even though, the German Constitution fundamentally separates civil                   
servants from politics, a link between administration and politics must be made to remain                           
credible to the population itself and global observers. 
 
Born after the Second World War, Germany has one of the most complex systems of                             
governance in Europe. The most important distinctive factor is the territorial one, whereby                         
Länder (states in the federation) play a role in federal politics through the Bundesrat                           
(composed by the states’ governments) along with the Bundestag (which is democratically                       
elected across all of Germany). In this sense, the Chancellor and the government holding the                             
executive power must negotiate with these two branches of the legislative power to enact                           
laws and make decisions. 
 
Benz (1999) argued that the reasoning behind this arrangement is Germany’s troubled                       
history. In order to escape the popular passions that led to the Nazi disaster, the post­war                               
Constitution reinstated the power of Länders that was first established by Bismarck, called                         
“co­operative federalism”. In decades before the fall of the Berlin wall, questions about                         
redistribution of resources from rich to poor regions were not controversial. However, after                         
the reunification with less developed Eastern Germany, some Western Länder began to regret                         
this arrangement and seek further decentralisation of fiscal powers, particularly during                     
economic crisis. It seems that, with the intensity of the European sovereign debt crisis, this                             
conflict over solidarity with poorer regions has risen to the continental level. For example,                           
Bavarian nationalists reject both contributing with more resources to the German Federal                       
state and the European Union to solve the crisis. 
 
These enlarged tensions over redistribution must be added to the common problems                       
associated with coalitions at a parliamentary stage, which were examined on a report by                           
Schwarzer (2012). At the start of the crisis, Angela Merkel’s cabinet was supported by a                             
coalition of Christian Democrats (CDU and CSU in Bavaria) and Liberals. While they both                           
agreed on austerity as a way out of the crisis, the latter rejected strongly any measure to                                 
mutualise the European debt, seeking purely market­based solutions instead. This meant that                       
Merkel cautiously avoided decisions on this matter to avoid consequences during the                       
celebration of key state elections. Ironically, these Länder elections returned more votes for                         
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the Greens and Social­Democrats, which were pushing for stronger action on the European                         
issue. 
 
Finally, the Liberal Party FDP lost most of its support and presence in the Bundestag,                             
meaning that Merkel sought support from the Social­Democrats to stay in power. This Grosse                           
Koalition of the biggest parties in Germany meant that the Left actually accepted the austerity                             
strategy, while pushing for a stronger commitment on keeping the Euro and the EU together.                             
This why, in the key years leading up to the imposition of austerity measures in Greece and                                 
elsewhere, most of the German political class was firmly on the same page. At the same time,                                 
popular rejection of its coalition with the Liberals shows that Merkel’s Cabinet might have                           
been forced to take a stronger pro­European stance by the Social­Democrats. If given the                           
choice, perhaps many members of the CDU (and especially the Bavarian CSU) would have                           
been more isolationist.  
 
3.6 Conclusion 
 
To conclude, what makes German civil servant unique in comparison to other                       
European civil service is its particular status in the working government and its special                           
relationship towards political activity. The civil service system consist of a long tradition of                           
technocrats with coexistence of politics that form a contradiction between the duties of                         
loyalty to the Constitution and neutrality. However, the contrast made with France shows that                           
German civil servants are not that unique since both countries show a lot of similarities such                               
as a strong reliance on the principles of the constitution and the evolving nature of                             
administration and politics within history. Therefore, this section shows that technocracy is                       
not the sole defining characteristic of leadership in the German case and that the relationship                             
between executive and legislative and the personality of the head of government is to be                             
considered. 
 
 
VI. Discussion ­limitation of the research­ 
 
There are many limitations within the research and throughout the empirical cases                       
selected as examples to support the claim of the project. First of all, no single theory was able                                   
to explain Germany’s leadership through EU policy­making. Consequently, we only                   
explained the theoretical frame instead of the theory itself within this segment. 
 
The limitations we encountered with Franco­German relations was to decide what was                       
relevant for the research and what not. There is, for example, a quite extensive part on                               
history, but we feel like this and the rest of the chapter is necessary to explain the current                                   
relations between the two nations and why the bilateral cooperation is now struggling to act                             
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as the twin engine behind the EU. It is not possible to understand current relations in the EU                                   
without going back in history (reference to the history of Germany within the EU and history                               
of German executive), which in turns penalizes the validity of the research. Further defence                           
of this chapter is offered in its rather lengthy introduction. Furthermore, there is a second                             
history part concerning the German civil servant system, this relates to facts and                         
chronological events as explanation of the effectiveness of the civil service system, without                         
being purely analytical and reliant on empirical data. The fact of having to go back in history                                 
is a limitation of the research in the sense that it diverts the research’s focus point. 
 
Thirdly, when analyzing policy making in relations to a country it is not possible to separate                               
the economical aspects from politics even though it is not the focus of the study. Especially                               
within the case of Germany, since its economy is a defining aspect of its position in the EU, it                                     
is impossible to write something about the German power without at least mentioning it. 
 
The chapter about economy posed a lot of problems, since the paper wants to explain the                               
power and influence of Germany within the EU without focusing too much on the economic                             
part. The solution to this complication was to dedicate a small chapter to its economy, with a                                 
comparison to the French economy. This way, it is possible for the reader to understand any                               
further references to the German economy, without spending too much attention on it. 
 
The biggest complication of doing research on the institution of Coreper, is its enigmatic                           
appearance. Because of its unique way of conducting informal discussions in the                       
decision­making process, it is close to impossible to find out what has been said, which                             
country has a lot of influence, and what has been decided. The best we can do, when we are                                     
analysing if Germany has any influence in it, is to look at the way decisions are made in                                   
Coreper, and drawing conclusions from it, which are mostly assumptions. Consequently, it                       
was difficult to measure the real amount of German power, because we will never be able to                                 
know what happens behind the scenes of the official negotiations. Many factors exert a                           
certain influence in the EU decision making process, and we were not able to incorporate all                               
of them in this paper. Moreover we didn’t include any interviews with key actors or surveys                               
concerning this topic, to have an idea of these events. 
 
Furthermore, the limitations that apply to the institutional framework of Germany are                       
numerous. The personality of Angela Merkel, the civil service system, the legislative and                         
executive are all described in different sections. However, theses sections are all                       
interconnected and should be analyzed together as a unique body. As a matter of fact, this                               
research leads to understand that the German politics and leadership is an outcome of both                             
relationships between internal and external administration and that. 
 
In sum, we can conclude that our paper was restricted because of several reasons. We were                               
not able to focus only on the non­economic actors, because there are too much connections                             
with the economic segment. Secondly, we would have been able to include more information                           
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on the amount of informal influence in the decision­making if we were able to interview key                               
persons concerning this part or had more resources. Furthermore, we couldn’t ignore the                         
important EU history concerning this subject, which consequently affected the validity of the                         
research. Moreover, the German civil and political system, should have been seen as a whole                             
instead of different sections. 
 
 
 
VII. Conclusion 
 
The project has shown in what way Germany was able to influence the policies of the                               
EU with regards to contemporary events in Europe. 
Firstly, an insight into German economy was made to put Germany in context of its position                               
of World economic Power. Secondly, the franco­german relationship was described                   
according to EU matters such as the issue of EU integration in order understand the                             
foundation of German politics within the EU and on a global stand. Thirdly, the empirical                             
case of Germany policies within the framework of the EU crisis was presented to give a                               
cohesion and sense to the descriptions made of Germany within the EU. Fifthly, the                           
institutions of the EU were described with a special focus on COREPER to give a more                               
complete insight of Germany as a leader or not in the working environment of the EU                               
institution. Sixthly, the German “machinery” was described in the institutional framework,                     
where a contrast was made between executive, legislative and head of government. The                         
interconnectedness of theses three entities was shown, and political leadership was described                       
as being strong only in the situation where the three entities were all working in symbiosis. 
Overall, the project shows that there are many aspects that influence Germany’s power in                           
relations to other countries and within intergovernmental institutions. With a special focus on                         
Germany’s relationships in the EU and with France, it is clear that Germany’s power and                             
influence is not a self­created phenomena. More precisely, Germany’s relationship are what                       
makes its reputation. Not only its institutions, but the government as a whole is what makes                               
the success and failures of German politics. Therefore, this project has shown that Germany                           
needs to be analyzed as an overarching entity constituted of bureaucrats and strong                         
personalities that react accordingly to different situations and individuals.  
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